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FIGURE 3.2. Examples of Group 1 (lanceolate) non-stemmed
bifaces. A-J, subgroup A; K-T, subgroup B; U-DD, subgroup C.
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TABLE 3.1

Biface Groups and Materials

Quartz Felsic Quartzite Total
Volcanics
Non-Stemmed
Grp 1A 11 3 0 14
1B 4 5 1 10
1C 11 6 0 17
Grp 2A 3 1 0 4
2B 5 0 0 5
2C 7 0 0 7
2D 10 3 0 13
Gryp 3A 7 1 0 8
3B 10 3 1 14
Misc,. 3 1 0 4
Stemmed
Grp 1 13 2 0 21
Grp 2 13 a 0 13
Misc, 2 4 0 6
Fragments
A 11 1 0 12
B 26 5 1 32
Total 142 35 3 180
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Dimensions of (omplete Group 1 (Lanceolate)
Non-Stemmed Bifaces

TABLE 3.2

Length Width Thickness Weight
Group 1A (n=3)
X 52.4 26,5 17.7 29,2
S 7.3 4.0 4.8 13.4
Group 1B (n=2)
X 51,2 24,7 12.4 13,2
s 7.7 1.4 l.2 0.7
range 45.8-56,7 23,7-25.17 11,5-13.2 12.6-13.7
Group 1C (n=4})
X 51.2 21.4 10.6 12.3
5 11.9 3.7 1.1 6.4
range 40, 2~-64.8 16.6-25.4 8.9-11.3 5.9-19.9
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Edges are regular. Both primary and smaller, shallower secondary
flake scars are present.

Group 2: Leaf Bifaces

Number:29 Tables:3.1, 3.3 Figures:3.,l, 3.3

These bifaces are broad and well-thinned. Proximal ends are
rounded, and the maximum width tends fo occur on the proximal
half of the biface. Typically, blade edges are excurvate and
intersect at the distal end at a less acute angle than those of
Group 1.

Group 2A, Examples in this sample are too fragmentary to
permit an accurate description of plans., Cross-sections are
thick, and all four examples have fairly regular sections. Edges
are somewhat wavy. Only large flake scars reaching the biface
mid-line are present,

Grou 2B, Plan wvaries from somewhat irregqular to regular.
Cross—-sections are thinner than Group 2A, and some bifaces have
unthinned lumps. Size range of this group appears to be great,
based on the largely fragmentary examples. Generally, edges are
regular, Bifaces are shaped primarily by larger flake scars
reaching the mid-line.

Group 2C, Plan varies from somewhat irregular to regular.
Cross~sections about as thick as Group 2B, and some bifaces have
unthinned lumps, Size range 1is smaller than 2B. Generally,
edges are reqgular. Smaller edge shaping flake scars are
superimposed on the pattern of thinning flake scars on most
bifaces; a few of the bifaces reached their present state of
finish by the removal of thinning flakes alone.

Group 2D, Most examples in this sample, have regular plans,
Cross—-sections are thinner than 2B. Size range 1is somewhat
smaller than 2B, and bifaces in 2D tend to be broader than those
of 2C. Generally, edges are regular, Smaller, edge shaping
flake scars are superimposed on the pattern of thinning flake
scars on most bifaces in the sample,

Group 3: Ovate Bifaces

Number:22 Tables:3.1, 3.4 Figures:3.1, 3.4

These bifaces are approximately equidimensional in length
and width. The outline plans o¢f most examples do not allow
unambiguous identification of proximal and distal ends, Edges
are continuously excurvate.

Group 3a. Plan is irregular, and edges are wavy. Cortex is
present on at least one face of seven of the eight examples in



TABLE 3.3

Dimensions of Complete Group 2

Noen-Stemmed Bifaces

Length Width Thickness Weight
Group 2C (n=4)
X 47.5 27.6 13,2 17.3
= 2.8 2.5 1.5 3.0
range 45-51.3 24-29.,6 11.8~14.8 13.6-20,1
Group 2D (n=17)
x 55.0 32,9 11.9 19.2
s 5.6 3.0 1.5 6.9
range 48.8-63.3 28.8-37.8 10,3-14.8 8.5~30.8
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FIGURE 3.3. Group 2 {leaf) non-stemmed bifaces. A-D, sub-
group A; E-I, subgroup B; J-P, subgroup C; Q-CC, subgroup D.
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TABLE 3.4

Dimensions of Complete Group 3 (Ovoid)
Non-Stemmed Bifaces

Length Width Thickness Weight
Group 3A (n=2)
X 64.6 48.8 25,2 90.3
s 9.7 13.8 9.8 59 .6
range 57.8-71.5 39-58.5 18.3-32,2 48,1-132.4
Group 3B (n=3)
X 38.5 32.7 15.0 18.5
s 7.5 10,6 5.7 14,1
range 30.5-45.4 20.8-41,2 9.6~-21.0 5.8-33,06
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FIGURE 3.4. Group 3 (ovate) and miscellanecus non-stemmed
bifaces. A-D, examples of group 3A; E-H examples of Group

3B; I-L, miscellanious non-stemmed bifaces; M-0, examples

of subgroup A biface fragments; P-R, examples of subgroup

B biface fragments.
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this subgroup. Cross-sections are thick, and the bifaces are
large. Only large flake scars reaching the mid-line, or near the
mid-line, are present.

Grou 3B. Plan is irregular to somewhat regular.,
Cross-sections somewhat thinner than Group 3A, and unthinned
lumps are present on some specimens. Bifaces 1in this subgroup
cover a broad range of sizes. BEdges are wavy or regular, and in
general the bifaces are shaped only by large flake scars.,.

Miscellaneous Non-stemmed Bifaces

Number:4 Table:3.1 Figures:3.1, 3.4

The 1983 excavations produced ¢two rectanguloid bifaces
(Specimens 16350 and 16408). Both have somewhat irregular
plans and wavy edges. Each was shaped by the removal of large
flakes that extend to the mid-line., The technological
characteristics of these two specimens are eguivalent to the A
subgroups of non-stemmmed biface Groups 1-3. Specimen 16350 is a
thick, complete biface made of quartz. Specimen 16408 is a
fragmentary biface made of red-purple felsite; it is the 1larger
and better thinned of the two.

The 1983 assemblage also 1ncludes one marginal biface
(Specimen 16201), a quartz pebble that has been modified by
bifacial flaking. The edge is irregqular and wavy. Large flake
scars extend more than halfway across the two faces ©0f the
pebble, terminating near a cortex-covered facet that is roughly
perpendicular to the modified faces, The technological
characteristics of this specimen is equivalent to the A subgroups
of Groups 1-3,

Stemmed Bifaces

Group l: Cape Stemmed

Number:21 Tables:3.1, 3.5 Figures 3.5, 3.6

Bifaces 1in this group have weakly defined, round shoulders,
slightly contracting or slightly expanding stems, and expanded
bases (frequently with tangs in the sense of Ritchie [1971:
Figure 1}). The bifaces are biplano or asymmetrically biconvex
(each 4 of 9) in longitudinal section. Most commonly, bases are
subconvex (13 of 21). Stem proportions help differentiate Group
1 stemmed bifaces from Group 2 stemmed bifaces (Figure 3.6). The
shoulder width/base width ratio ranges from 0.92 to 1.24 (n=ll);
46% (5) have ratios less than 1.0 (base wider than shoulders) and
54% have ratios equal to or greater than 1.0 (shoulders equal to
or wider than base). The shoulder height/shoulder width ratio
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Dimensions of Group 1 (Cape) Stemmed Bifaces

Max L

Max W

Max Thick
Shoulder Ht
Shoulder W
Base W

Wt

*Complete bifaces only.

TABLE 3.5

n X s range median
T* 41,3 11.7 30-65.4 37.3
T 23.6 3.5 19.6-30.2 23.3
T* 10.4 2,1 8.4-14.6 9.9
13 23.4 7.0 le-42 21.0
12 23.2 3.1 19,2-30,2 22.9
19 22.3 2.1 18,7-25.2 22,0
?* 12.12 8.27 7053-30046 8.61
TABLE 3.6

Dimensions of Group 2 (Wading River) Stemmed Bifaces

Max L

Max W

Max T
Shoulder Ht
Shoulder W
Base W

Wt

n X S range median
7* 37.1 5.8 28 .,9-45 36,0
7* 18.2 0.9 17.3-19.5 18.1
7* 7.6 1.3 6.5-9.8 7.2
12 13.5 2,3 10-18 14,0
11 17.6 1.1 15.3~-18.9 17.4
12 12.8 1.2 11.1-14.7 12.4
T* 5.00 1,52 3.52-7.45 4.42

*Complete bifaces only.
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FIGURE 3.5. Stemmed bifaces. &A-U, Group 1 (Cape Stemmed);
V-HH, Group 2 (Wading River}; II-JJ, Group 3 (Sguibnocket
Stemmed); KK-NN, miscellaneous stemmed bifaces.

93



ranges from 0,86 to 1.39 (n=l1); 46% (5) have ratios less than
1.0 {stems longer than they are wide) and 54% have ratios greater
than 1.0 {stems wider than they are long). The stem inflection
is usually located closer to the base than to the shoulders (stem
height/shoulder height ranges from 0.19 to 1.0 (n=13); four are
greater than 0.5). Typically, blades are biconvex (9 of 12) in
transverse section and ovate (4 of 7) in plan. Blades are
usually short and asymmetrical, probably because they have been
resharpened., The Cape Stemmed bifaces have the broadest stems,
thickest transverse sections, greatest weight of any group of
stemmed bifaces at 19BN281.

Stemmed bifaces of this form comprise an obviocus and widely
distributed form within the Cape Cod WNational Seashore survey
collection as a whole., They first came to the authors attention
as he was preparing the chronological overview, based on the
1875~-1981 data (Borstel 1984b). Stemmed bifaces similar to Group
l appear in illustrations of several reports (e.g., Moffett
1957:Plate 4,-Nos. 33-35, Plate 5,-No 46, 1959:Plate 1:53;
Ritchie 1969b:Plate 41,-No., 20), but no one seems to have
described them as a distinct group or type (e.g., they are
included under the miscellaneous category of Borstel [1984b:Table
8.4]). Howewver, T. Mahlstedt (personal communication 1984 and
1985) of the Massachusetts Historical Commission has noted that
they occur in a number o©of collections from Cape Cod and adjacent
coastal areas, and he proposes to call such bifaces Cape Stemmed
projectile points. That name is employed here because the form
is not limited in distribution to the High Head area.

Group 2: Wading River Stemmed

Number : 13 Tables:3.1, 3.6, 3.7 Figures 3.5, 3.6

Bifaces in this group have weak to moderately well-defined,
rounded shoulders, straight or slightly expanding stems, and
bases that are narrower than the shoulders, The most common
longitudinal section is asymmetrically biconvex (4 of 9). Bases
are straight (6), subconvex (6), or trivectoral (similar to
subconvex) (l). Stem proportions help differentiate Group 2
stemmed bifaces from Group 1 stemmed bifaces (Figure 3.,6). The
shoulder wildth/base width ratio ranges from 1,20 to 1.62
(shoulders wider than bases) (n=11). The shoulder
height/shoulder width ratio ranges from .53 to 1.06 {(n=ll), so
stems are most often (with one exception in this sample) longer
than they are wide. The stem inflection is located more than
halfway between the base and the shoulders (range for stem
height/shoulder height is 0.50 to 0.90 (n=l2). Typically, blades
are biconvex 1in transverse section (7 of 10) and ovate in plan
(5 of 9). Group 2 stemmed bifaces are smaller, thinner, and
lighter than those of Group l. 1In contrast to the Cape Stemmed
bifaces, the Wading River group shows 1little evidence of

resharpening.
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The Group 2 stemmed bifaces from 19BN281 fit well within
the range of forms and dimensions that Ritchie (1969b:24l—24%)
describes for the Wading River projectile point type on Martha s
vineyard. Ritchie (1969b:241) considers this sty}e to be closely
associated with the Sgquibnocket complex on Martha s Vineyard and
with the coeval Sylvan Lake complex in New York, both of which
date to the centuries before 4000 BP.

The Massachusetts Historical Commission’s prehistoric survey
team takes a different approach to classifying small stemmed
points, Their typology subdivides these bifaces into four groups
on the basis of stem and base attributes (Johnson and Malhstedt
1984:25-26, 86~-95), and they assign a 1long age range (ca.
6000-2300 BP: Middle Archaic-Early Woodland) to the forms. For
cross-reference purposes, stemmed biface Groups 2 and 3 have been
classified according to this system, and the assignments of
indivigual bifaces is recorded in Appendix 4., Table 3.7
summar izes some metric attributes for the bifaces classified 1in
this fashion.

Group 3: Squibnocket Stemmed

Number:2 Tables 3,1, 3.7, 3.8 Figures 3.5, 3.6

Bifaces in this group have weakly defined, round shoulders
and narrow, tapering stems. The 1983 excavations produced only
two specimens, so they are described individually. Specimen
16175 is asymmetrically biconvex in longitudinal section. It has
a narrow, straight base. The blade is triangular in plan and
biconvex 1in transverse section. Specimen 16192 is an unusually
small (length 20 mm) biface, which is asymmetrically
concavo-convex in longitudinal section. The base is subconvex
and unthinned (may have been finished by snapping or may be
striking platform of £flake blank). The blade is excurvate in
plan and biconvex 1In transverse section.

Both of these artifacts seem to fit Ritchie’s (1969b:243)
description of the Sguibnocket Stemmed form, but Specimen 16187
may be at the edge of the range for the type (it is classified as
a Squibnocket partly on comparison with Ritchie [1969b:Plate 12,
Figure 16]). Ritchie associates Squibnocket Stemmed points with
the Squibnocket complex on Martha’s Vinevyard. For
cross-reference purposes these two artifacts are also classified
according to the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s (Johnson
and Mahlstedt 1984:86-95) small stemmed point groups (Appendix 4
and Table 3.7).
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TABLE 3.7

Dimensions of Group 3 and Miscellaneous Small Stemmed Bifaces

Cat, No. Description Max L Max W Max T Wt
16175 Squib. St. 32.5 16.2 8.6 3.86
16187 Squib. St, 20,0 10,7 4,6 0.95
16176 Well-thinned 67.3 28.3 7.7 17,42

lanceolate
16284 Large Archaic? 48,5 “31 6.6 8,22
triangle
16390 Eared lanceolate 54.9 18.6 11,0 10,86
16449 Contracting stem ~50.0 15.8 8.6 6.36

weak shoulders
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TABLE 3.8

Dimensions of Stemmed Bifaces Crosgs—-Classified
as Small Stemmed Points

Small Stemmed I
Max L Max W Max T Sh W Sh Ht

X 38,0 15.3 7.3 15.0 17.3

= - 3.5 0.3 - -

n 1 2 2 1 1
Small Stemmed II

X 36.4 18.3 7.6 13.0 17.9

s 7.0 1.1 0.9 3.5 1.2

range 28.9-45.0 17,3-19.5 6.7~8.,9 10.0-18,0 16.9-18.9

n 4 4 4 4 4
Small Stemmed IIIX

X 35.2 17.5 6.9 13,3 17.1

8 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.9 1.2

range 34,3-36.0 16-18.3 5.9-7.8 10,0-15.0 15,.3-18.3

n 2 5 5 6 5
Small Stemmed IV

X 38,1 17,6 9,2 16.5 17.4

S 7.9 2.0 0.8 2,1 1.8

range 32.5-43.7 16.2-19 8.6-9,8 15,0-18.,0 16.2-18.7

n 2 2 2 2 2
Note: Included are Group 2 and 3 stemmed bifaces classified according to

the criteria of Johnson and Mahlstedt (1984:86-95),
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Miscellaneous Stemmed Bifaces

Number : 4 Tables:3,2, 3.7, 3.8 Figures:3.,5, 3.6

Four bifaces recovered in the 1983 excavations cannot be
placed into any of the three stemmed groups, nor do any of them
form with material earlier excavated from the site, additional
groups.

Specimen 16176 is a large lanceolate stemmed biface found in
2011-00-010. The blade 1is ovate in plan, terminating in a
rounded tip. The biface has low, round shoulders and a slightly
expanding stem. A small portion of the stem is missing, but the
base is clearly subconcave, The longitudinal section is biplano;
the transverse section of the blade 1s plano-convex., Specimen
16176 is made of fine-grained felsic volcanic rock that has
weathered to pale yellow, but weathering has not proceeded to the
point where the surface of the rock is soft and chalky. The
flake arrises on the surface and the biface edges are rounded by
some form of abrasion, such as water rolling wind polishing, or
buffing against leather,

Specimen 16284 is a large triangular biface from 215-00-015.
The biface possesses stem-like and shoulder-like elements. The
proximal 10 mm of the lateral edges diverge, and the blade edges
begin to converge toward the tip, distal of sharply defined,
oblique angle “shoulders." The blade 1is excurvate-incurvate
(recurved) and may well be resharpened; serrations are absent.
In transverse section the blade is biconvex, and the biface has a
biplanc longitudinal section, The base 1is distinctive; it is
convex, with a deeper convexity of smaller radius superimposed at
the midline., The deeper convexity is the product of the removal
from both faces of basal thinning flakes; the scars of the
thinning flakes extend about 10 mm from the base. Specimen 16284
is made of a fine—grained felsic volcanic rock that has weathered
to pale yellow, The rock surface 1is generally undeteriorated,
and the biface’s edges and flake arrises are crisp. Although the
biface 1is within the size range of Late Woodland Levanna
triangles (Ritchie 1971:31-32; Johnson and Mahlsted
1984:130-131), the specimen 1is not a Levanna triangle., It
differs from the Levanna type by having the stem-like and
shoulder-like elements, in the more acute angle between the tip
and the lateral ends of the base, and in the mode of basal
thinning.,

Specimen 16390 (from 2254-00-015) is a narrow lanceolate
biface with small basal tangs {ears) . The blade is
parallel-ovate in plan and plano-triangular in transverse
section. The biface is asymmetrically concavo-convex in
longitudinal section, and one face has a large, thick lump
covered by cortex. Although the overall form of the biface is
well defined and the edges are regular, the lack of thinning
gives the biface an unfinished appearance. The base is
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subconvex. The specimen is made of banded rhyolite (a
fine-grained felsic volcanic),

Specimen 16449 (from 233~-00-010) is a narrow stemmed biface
with weakly-defined, round shoulders and a contracting stem. The
stem expands slightly at the base. The base 1is partially
missing, so its plan cannot be determined., The overall plan of
the blade is ovate, but one edge 1is recurved, The blade
transverse section 1is thick and asymmetrically bitriangular,
Specimen 16449 is made of banded rhyolite (a fine-grained felsic
volcanic rock).

Biface Fragments

Number:44 Tables:3.1, 3.9

Forty-four specimens are too fragmentary to «classify into
one of the stemmed or non~-stemmed biface groups. Included among
these fragments are pieces of non-stemmed bifaces and probably
portions of stemmed bifaces, distal of the shoulders., Attempts
to refit fragments have been largely unsuccessful ., For
descriptive purposes the fragments are sorted into portion and
stage categories (Table 3.9).

Distal fragments include those pieces with edges converging
at a sharply defined point; these are assumed to be distal
fr agments because no bipointed or barbed bifaces occur in the
19BN281 assemblage. Proximal fragments have lateral edges and a
squared or rounded base; all recognizable stemmed proximal
fragments are included in the descriptions of the stemmed
bifaces. Lateral and medial fragments have one or both edges
{(respectively), but the edges do not converge on the fragment or
intersect the base,

The fragments are sorted into two stage subgroups. Most of
these fragments could not be placed in finer subdivisions.
Subgroup A fragments are thick, have large (only) flake scars,
and have sinuous edges; this category 1is egquivalent to the A
subgroups of non-stemmed biface Groups 1l-3. Subgroup B fragments
are thinner, have large and small flake scars, and have regular
edges; this category includes fragments that would be classifijed
in the B, C, or D subgroups of the non-stemmed biface groups.
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TABLE 3.9

Biface Fragments

Subg roup Proximal Distal Medial Laterial Total
A 0 3 9 0 12

B 6 11 15 0 32
Total 6 14 24 0 44

TABLE 3,10
Retouched Flake and Uniface Dimensions
Specimen Provenience Tech Type Material Wt.
No. {g)
16212 206~00-015 Ret F1l Qtz 4.60
16274 214-00-010 Ret Fl FgFV 7.50
16278 214-00-015 Ret Fl WeF 5,77
16430 229-00-020 Uni FgFV 12,85
16436 231-00-000 Ret Fl Qtz 7.88
Specimen L W T Location Span Edge
No. mm mm mm of Retouch

16212 24,5 24,5 7.0 proximal 24.8 75°
16274 24,8 - 7.1 proximal 42 55°¢
distal 37 45°

16278 - - - lateral 39 35°
16430 - - - lateral 53.5 40°
16436 >32 23,1 10.4 lateral 26 .4 65°

Key: Ret Fl. -Retouched Flake; Uni -Uniface; Qtz ~Quartz; FgFv -Fine

gravel felsic volcanic; WeF -Weathered Felsic volcanic,
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Uniface and Retouched Flakes

Number :5 Table:3.,9 Figure:3.4

Four retouched flakes and one uniface were recovered during
the 1983 excavations., Both technology types have systematic,
regular edge modification, but the flake scars on the retouched
flakes extend less than half the distance to the longitudinal
axis of the flake, Specimen 16278 should be regarded as a
possible retouched flake, because the edge and surface morphology
are obscured as a result of weathering. All of the retouched
flakes are unifacially modified, and their edges are sinuous;
overall, their plans are varied. The uniface and the retouched
flakes are all modified on the dorsal surfaces of the flake
blanks. Steep edge angles suggest scraping was the primary
function of most of these tools.

Cores

No cores have been noted 1in the 1983 assemblage. This
absence is probably due both to raw material characteristics
{quartz pebbles tend to be small) and to the rare use of
prepared cores for flake production. A few artifacts in the
block category might alternatively be classified as cores (some
of the worked pebbles) or core fragments,

Flakes and Blocks

Numper:15714 Table:3.11

Flakes and related debitage make up the bulk of the lithic
assemblage from the 1983 excavations, and for the site as a
whole. This material 1is classified into six categories in the
survey s cataloging system (McManamon 1984d:Table 9.9). Two
general comments about the classification are in order. First,
the classification is a taxonomy in the sense of Dunnell
(1971:76-84) (Figure 3.7). The categories are hierarchical, so
some artifacts placed in one category may also have attributes of
another category. Second, in contrast to McManamon (1982:7-8;
1984d: 25-27, 32), the author takes an even less restrictive view
of the relationship between some of the technological categories
and the stages of tool manufacture they indicate, This point of
view reflects a detailed examination of the 198N281 1lithic
assemblage --something that has not been previously undertaken
for the park survey collections. The following comments apply
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Chipped Stone?

Yes

[OTHER]

Systematic, Intentional Edge Modlflcatlon?

es

BIFACE, UNIFACE, RETOUCHED FLAKE, or CORE

No

Fits into a2 2x2 ¢m box?

N

Flake morphology?
Yes

Fits into a 2x2 cm box?

TRIM FLAKE

Cortex anywhere?

YTs No
SHATTER BLOCK
Yes

DECORTICATION FLAKE

Yes

THINNING FLAERE

No

Very acute striking angle?
No

GENERAL FLAKE

The attributes used to distinguish among bifaces, unifaces,

retouched flakes, and cores are not shown,

additional, secondary criteria

however, the questions in this key are the critical
characteristics for distinguishing the types.

FPigure 3,7:

Partial Dichotomous Key for Technology

Classification,
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only to 19BN281, since other assemblages have not been examined
as closely.

Among artifacts without intentional, systematic edge
modification, the taxonomy distinguishes between flakes and
blocks. Flakes have morphological elements that allow the
cataloger to distinguish dorsal and ventral surfaces and to
orient the flake relative to the direction of the force that
detatched it (see Crabtree 1972:44, 45, 48). Blocks are thick
angular pieces that lack such morphology; blocks also include
artifacts that are not flakes and lack systematically formed,
functional edges.

Flakes are first subdivided by size. Trim flakes are those
that fit within a 2 em x 2 cm box. This is by far the largest
technology type at the site, accounting for 71.1% of all lithics
from the 1983 excavations., McManamon (1984d:27) regards them as
indicators of "the final shaping and thinning of bifaces or
unifaces and the rejuvination of tool edges blunted by use,"
Many trim flakes may be produced by edge shaping and tool
resharpening, but they are also produced by edge preparation at
other stages of manufacture., For example, in the initial phases
of biface manufacture small flakes are produced when the
stoneworker c¢leans and strengthens an edge before removing a
large flake, Trim flakes may have cortex, but the frequency of
this attribute among trim flakes has not been measured.,

All flakes having cortex, either on the dorsal face or on
the platform, are «classified as decortication flakes. Seven
percent o©f the lithics are decortication flakes, In the 19BN281
assemblage the characteristics of the cortex are similar to those
of pebbles and cobbles found in the local drift and in drift
derived marine deposits, In the 1983 assemblage, a minority of
this type are primary decortication flakes (as defined by White
1963:5). These include both flakes with cortex-covered platforms
(primary flakes 1n the strictest sense) and those having
platforms on fresh rock. Secondary decortication flakes comprise
the majority of this type. Since use wear analysis has not been
undertaken, it 1s not possible to evaluate the applicability to
the 19BN281 lithics of White’s (1963:5) assertion that such
flakes "were, in many 1instances, sSelected to be wused as a
naturally backed knife." A few decortication flakes have cortex
only on the platform. Many of these, as well as a few primary
and secondary flakes, have striking angles (and possibly other
attributes) that would place them into the thinning flake type,
were it not for the presence of cortex, As McManamon (1984d:27)
notes, a majority of decortication flakes are indicators of the
initial steps in stone tool making; however, some decortication
flakes, especially those with cortex only on the platform or on a
small section of the dorsal face may be produced fairly well
along in the manufacturing process.

No thinning flakes are recorded for the 1983 assemblage,
The absence of this type results from a weakness in the
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cataloging system and does not indicate that no biface shaping
took place at the site, The cataleoging system failed to identify
such flakes for at least two reasons: first, some thinning flakes
are also decortication flakes, and decortication flakes take
precedence; second, the definition of thinning flakes (McManamon
1984d: Table 9.9) is difficult to apply without measuring flakes
individually. The sur vey cataloging system probably
under-represents flakes produced by bifacial thinning of rocks of
all materials.

Flakes that are greater than 2 ¢m in maximum dimension and
that lack cortex or very acute striking angles are the second
most common technology type, accounting for 11.2% of all lithics.
McManamon (1984d:Table 9.9 and 27) calls these "regular flakes"”,
but this study uses the term "general flakes.” This type
includes some flakes produced by bifacial thinning., It may also
include flake blanks —--pieces intended for shaping into tools.
Since most general flakes are under 6 cm in length {(bifaces are
generally larger) and formed wunifaces, sSuch as scrapers, are
rare, the number of flake blanks is probably guite small. Use
wear study has not been undertaken, so the frequency with which
the Late Archaic people at 19BN28l1 used flakes as casual tools is
unknown, The diversity of sizes, proportions, and other
attributes of individual specimens in the general flake type
makes the author hesitant to regard them as indicative of any one
part of the manufacturing process ({cf. McManamon 1984d:27}.

Blocks are angular pieces that do not fit into a 2 cm x 2 cm
square; smaller angular pieces lacking flake attributes are
termed shatter. Shatter is the third most common lithic type in
the 1983 assemblage (8.0%), and blocks rank fifth in abundance
(1.5%). Both McManamon (1984d:40) and Borstel (1984c:322) have
observed that of all materials used for chipped stone tools on
outer Cape Cod, quartz has the tendency to produce the highest
proportion of blocky debitage,

The technological type, block, includes several kinds of
material. Most common are those artifacts that fit the category
definition <c¢losely. Blocks are multifaceted, and the facets are
comnonly formed by segments of large flake scars. In other
classification schemes (e.g., White 1%&3: 6), some of these
pieces might be classified as core nuclei (exhausted cores). A
minority of blocks have smaller or larger patches of cortex. The
block category also 1Includes a quantity of specimens best
described as worked pebbles. Worked pebbles in the assemblage
include the following: large fragments of pebbles with limited
modification of the fracture surface(s); pebbles having one to a
few flake scars on one or more faces; and pebbles that have been
flaked so that all or most cortex has been removed from cne face.
Some of these are clearly bifaces 1in the earliest stages of
reduction; others may be stones that were tested and rejected as
potential tool blanks. A few artifacts in the block category
are pieces that may be bifaces, but because of plan or thick
cross-section do not have functional edges; these seem almost to
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be analogous to pieces of wood that are idly whittled until
hardly anything remains. Finally, a few artifacts have been
classified as blocks which on re-examination could more properly
have been 1included within the general flake or decortication
flake types. (Since only a small portion of the assemblage has
been re-—examined in detail, these are left 1in the block
category.) These pieces are thicker and larger than the majority
of specimens in the two types. In sum, many, but by no means
all, blocks are products of early phases of tool-making.
Similarly, shatter represents a wide range of manufacturing
steps, because the inhomogeneity and unpredictability of quartz
could vield small, blocky debitage at almost any stage.

These comments on block and shatter parallel McManamon's
(1984d:27) statement that "large grain raw materials, such as
quartz, are likely to have produced blocks and shatter at all
manufacturing stages and for rejuvenation as well," However,
examination of the assemblage excavated in 1983 does not support
his suggestion that at 19BN281 the percentages of quartz shatter
and block primarily indicate "late stage manufacturing and tool
maintenance rather than primary manufacturing” (McManamon
19844:40). McManamon places the emphasis on late stages of
manufacture because of comparisons with the Sassafras site in
Rhode Island (Barber 198l)., The comparison of percentages of
debitage classes from these two sites is inappropriate for three
reascns. First, the Sassafras site is a gquarry workshop (Barber
1981:62), and not, like 19BN28l, a habitation site (see MgManamon
1984e:377-383), Second, Barber (1981:58) contends that the Late
Archaic stoneworkers at the Sassafras site manufactured only a
single style of biface, the Sguibnocknet Triangle type; although
the manufacture of bifaces took place at 19BN28l, Squibnocket
Triangles are gquite rare (Borstel 1984b:Table 8.4). Finally, and
most importantly, the people at the Sassafras site quarried
tablets of quartz directly from bedrock (Barber 1981:56, 58).
T™at blocky debitage forms such a large percentage of the
assemblage is hardly surprising, given the characteristics of the
raw material at this particular source. In contrast, the
stonewor kers of 19BN281 used pebbles and cobbles; glacial
quarrying and transport, followed by stream and wave rolling tend
to break apart unsound rock (Borstel 1984c:299), reducing the
tendency for knapping of quartz pebbles to produce blocky
debitage in the gquantities recorded by Barber.

There is a further, minor, complication to the
interpretation o©of percentages o©of shatter and block at 19BN281.
Material cataloged between 1979 and 1981 appears to have a
consistently lower percentage of trim flakes and a consistently
higher percentage of shatter and block than the artifacts
cataloged in 1983. Of the 8552 artifacts recorded in McManamon’s
(19844) Table 9.13, 52.6% (4497) are trim flakes and 23.5% (2011)
are shatter and block. These percentages compare with 71.1% trim
flakes and 9.5% shatter and block from the 1983 excavations
(Table 3.11). The differences might indicate the 1983
excavations tested an area functionally different from the modal
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TABLE 3,12

1979-1980 Excavations: Chipped Stone in Concentration 281.43

Ty pe n Pct
General Flakes 97 13.7%
Decortication Flakes 59 8.3%
Thinning Flakes 1 0.1l%
Trim Flakes 408 57.6%
Blocks 18 2.5%
Shatter 111 15.7%
Retouched Flakes 0 0%
Unifaces 1] 0%
Bifaces 14 2,0%
Total 708

Note: Table includes artifacts from EU's 76, 78, and 125 and ST 903,
Percentage of bifaces corrected from McManamon (1%984G:Table 2.13).
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use of the site, Contradicting this suggestion are similarities
between the older and more recent excavations in the percentages
of other technology categories; for example, decortication flakes
comprise 8.1% (693) of the 1979-1980 lithic assemblage, as
compared to 7.0% for the 1983 material, and general flakes
comprise 14.6% (1247) of the 1979-1980 assemblage, as compared to
11.2% for the 1983 excavations. Further support for the notion
that the differences are not inherent in the archeological record
is provided by an examination of the percentages of the three
excavation units (EU’s 76, 78, and 125) and one shovel test (ST
903) that, along with EU’s 194-233, comprise Concentration 281.43
{(Table 3,12). Even though these units are located close to the
1983 excavation area, the percentages are more similar to those
for the site as a whole than they are to those derived Lrom the
1983 material. The percentages of blocks are about the same
between the 1979-1980 and 1983 artifacts £rom Concentration
281.43. Hence, the problem appears to be largely that the
catalogers of the 1983 material were able to identify flake
morphology on more fragments of small debitage. These items were
cataloged as trim flakes, and not shatter. A re-examination of
the debitage from all seasons of excavations could establish the
true source of the discrepency. The guantities of shatter and
block material excavated in 1983 at 19BN281 imply that primary
reduction may be far more widespread at the site than McManamon
(19844d:40 and Table 9.14) proposes,

Gouge

Number:1 Table:3.13 Figure:3.8D

Specimen 16279 1is a complete, small gouge from 214-00-020,
In plan the tool 1is trianguloid with excurvate sides; the
cross—-section 1is semi—-cylindrical. The implement has a short
length channel that contracts toward the poll, and the channel
bottom is round in cross section., The bit has a diameter of 60
mm and a cord width (span) of 25,4 mm. The pell is slightly
knobbed on the dorsal side. The gouge is made 0of greenstone,

The asymmetry of the poll suggests that the gouge was made
on a pebble blank. The flat facet of the ventral face may be a
rock clevage plane that was present as part of the pebble cortex
and was not modified during manufacture. The specimen’s dorsal
surface and the channel distal of the bit are pecked. A portion
of the poll is unmodified by pecking, and on the distal face the
pecked surface gives way to a polished surface about 10 mm from
the bit. On the ventral side polish fills a U-shaped area
beginning at the lateral edges of the bit, reaching a maximum
width of 15 mm in the middle of the channel.

~ Under 7-30 power magnification striations are visible in the
polished areas. The location, form, and orientation suggest that
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Tahle 3.13

Gouge Attributes

Di mensions

Max imum Length: 103.0 mm
Maximum Width: 30,0 mm (ca. 19mm from bit)
Thickness: 24,8 mm (ca. 53mm from bit)

Bit width (span): 25.4 mm
Bit depth: 5 mm
Channel length: 40 mm
Channel depth at mid-~length: 5.5 mm

Wt: 124,029

Qualitative Attributes (Sanger 1973:Fig. 5 and Table 14)

Bit
Plan: Convex-symmetrical
Convexity scale: 6
Curvature class: C-4
Longitridunal section: asymmetrical
Lateral section: concavo-convex
Body
Plan: expanding and contracting
Longitudinal section: symmetrically plano-convex
Lateral section: hemi-cylindrical
Poll

Plan: rounded
Longitudinal Section: asymmetrically rounded
Lateral Section: hemi-cylidrical
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FIGURE 3.8. Ground and rough stone artifacts. A~B, hammer-
stones; C, plummet; D, gouge; E-F, abrasive stones; G, bead.
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these were produced by grinding during the manufacture or
maintenance of the tool and not during use. The bit edge
appears to be in good condition. It has some weathered nicks and
the curvature flattens somewhat toward the central portion of the
bit. 1In cross-section the dorsal surface curves glightly, but no
faceting is present along the bit edge.

Manufacture of the implement consisted of pecking the blank
into shape, followed by grinding the bit. This may have been the
entire manufacturing process, or additional steps may have been
involved, for as Dickson (1981:36) points out, the late stages in
the manufacture of such tools frequently obscure evidence of the
earlier steps. The gouge was probably haf ted (Sanger
1973:28-30,63; Dickson 1981:55-60), and it is possible that the
slight swelling of the poll facilitated this, This implement
preserves no evidence of how or on what materials it was used,
but it is probably a woodworking tool (Sanger 1973:29,63).

Plammet

Number:1 Figure:3.8C

Specimens 16391 and 16392 are fragments of a large plummet
from 225-00-015 {(Quadrants 1 and 3, respectively). These
fragments comprise about one-third of the body and about half the
head; the remaining portions are sheared away, perhaps along rock
cleavage planes. Fire—-cracked rock samples from this unit and
from surrounding sgqguares were checked for additional fragments of
this implement, but none were found.

The plummet is made on a triangulocid pebble of micaceous
schist. It has an overall length of 145 mm, a width of 90 mm,
and weighs 308.5 g, The knob has a maximum diameter of 28.3 mm,
and the neck measures 27.0 mm in diameter. 1In Sanger’s (1973:
Table 20) terminology, the body base is pointed, the shoulder is
rounded, and the neck is grooved, From the remaining exterior
surfaces, the body and the knob appear to he unmodified pebble
cortex. Only the neck has been shaped by pecking. Along the
central part of the neck, the pecked surface 1is somewhat
polished; this smoothing might be the result of a c¢ord rubbing
against the neck.

Plummets are commonly considered to be fishing weights for
nets or lines, and this is a plausible, though unsubstantiated,

suggestion for the function of this specimen.
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Abrasive Stones

Number:2 Figure:3.8E~-F

The 1983 assemblage includes two cobbles with striated
surfaces. Both are well-rounded (Pryor 1971: Table 2) cobbles of
guartzite. The extent of the striations is clear evidence of
their repeated use for polishing or sharpening bone, stone, or
wooden implements. Archeologists commonly identify such
artifacts as whetstones.

Specimen 16285 is a large fragment of an abrasive stone from
215-00-015. The artifact 1is 222 mm x 137 mm x 14 mm and weighs
761.4 g. One end of the c¢obble is missing. Both £faces have
several patches of slight polish with broad, very shallow grooves
and numerous fine striations, The shallow grooves and fine
striations tend to be parallel to the long axis of the artifact.
The striations end abruptly at the break, indicating that
breakage occurred after the artifact was used. One face 1is
somewhat more altered than the other, and this face has one area
of striations that are oblique to the long axis. Two portionsg of
this face also have sets of striations perpendicular to the 1long
axis; in one instance these <clearly overlie the longitudinal
striations.

Specimen 16377 is a fragmentary artifact from 224-00-010.
The fragment measures 125 mm x 45 mm x 11 mm and weighs 105.3 g.
One face is completely covered with cortex and is marked by
portions o©f three shallow grooves that parallel the present
natural edge of the fragment. 1In addition to these grooves, this
face also appears to have numerous fine striations roughly
parallel to the grooves. Most cortex has spalled away from the
reverse face, but short segments of two grooves, oblique to the
natural edge, are present on the small patch of cortex that
remains, The grooves are assymetrical in transverse section and
irregular in 1longitudinal section. In plan, the smaller three
grooves are more or less parallel sided. The plans of the two
larger ones, both located on the cortex-covered face, are more
irregular; each is intersected by one or more short grooves,
oblique to the main axis and sharply V-shaped in plan., All of
the grooves end abruptly at the broken edges, indicating that
they were cut into the cobble before it was broken. The grooves
range in width from ca. 3.5 mm to ca. 6 mm and range in depth
from ca. 0.3 mm to ca. 1.5 mm.
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Bead

Number:1 Figure:3,.8G

Specimen 16280 is a bead made from a small pebble of dark
reddish brown metamorphic mudstone. The artifact was excavated
in 215~00-010. The bead measures 1l1.3 mm x 9.6 mm x 3.4 mm and
weighs 0,48 g. An oval hole, measuring 2.7 mm x 1.7 mm, pilerces
the center of the bead. The hole is drilled biconically and the
surface of the hole is smooth. It 1is wunclear whether this
smoothness is a product of the drilling techique or whether it is
a result of the bead rubbing against a cord that might once have
passed through the hole. Seventeen shallow V-shaped notches are
cut into the edge of the pebble, The depth of the notches varies
from ca, 0.2 mm to 0.8 mm. The notches are somewhat convex in
longitudinal section. Some of the notches have multiple
subparallel grooves cut into their floors or walls, These
grooves are about 0.l mm in width and run part of all of the
length of the notch. The transverse and longitudinal sections,
along with the presence of narrow grooves indicates that the
notches were cut with a thin cord of tough, flexible material
(e.g., sinew?).

Hammerstones

Number :2 Figure:3,8A-B

The two hammerstones from the excavations could have been
used for several tasks, including chipped stone tool
manufacturing (for which the debitage provides abundant
evidence), food preparation, or pigment grinding.

Specimen 16273 (214-00-010) is a rounded (Pryor 1%71: Table
2) granitic pebble measuring 53.2 mm x 35.5 mm x 28.4 mm. The
pebble weighs 77.79 g. It has two crushed and battered facets
that extend most of the length between the pebble’s ends.
Neither end, however, shows any evidence of use damage.

Specimen 16400 (226-00-020) is a battered guartz pebble. It
measures 43.7 mm x 42.0 mm x 33.3 mm and weighs 73.36 g.
Battering occurs on both ends (including nearby outlying
protruberances) and along one edge, extending from end to end.
The pebble appears to have been subrounded (Pryor 1971:Table 2)
initially, but much of the cortex has been spalled off through
use, Since the angles between the chipped facets are obtuse and
the intervening edges are crushed, the flaking 1is probably the
result of use as a hammerstone, and the artifact 1is thus
classified, rather than as a battered nodule (Borstel 1982:26-37)
or battered block.



Fi re-Cracked Rock

Number:3783

The 1983 excavations produced a total of 123.1 kg (3783
pieces) of fire-cracked rock. Fire-cracked rocks are recognized
in the field by reddish to brownish discolorations that occur on
them. Fire-cracked rocks also have curved thermal fracture
surfaces and typically an irreqular, blocky form. Rock types
include several varieties of metasedimentary and coarse—grained
granitic rock, all available locally.

Ceramics

-

Number:14 Table:3,14

The 1983 excavations produced a total of 14 sherds (total
weight: 5.98 g). Most of the sherds are tiny --all but one
weighs less than 0.5 g-- and commonly they are exfoliated. Shell
temper predcminates, but the largest sherd, weighing 2.96 g, is
grit tempered, having a fabric impressed exterior and a scraped
interior (terms follow Childs 1984:158-9) (Table 3.14)., The
pottery 1is probably late Middle Woodland or Late Woodland in
affiliation, and the 1933 assemblage is essentially identical to
the material previously recovered from the site,

Historic Artifacts

Number:3

Historic artifacts recovered during the 1983 excavations
comprise the following items:

1 machine cut ferrous metal nail from 195-00-000
(Specimen 16742);

1l fragment of ferrous metal and indeterminate form,
weighing 1.46 g from 197-00-015 (Specimen 16743);
actual depth ©f recovery was about 25 cm BS;

1 machine cut nail from 214-~00-010 (Specimen 16744);
actual depth of recovery was about 1l cm BI.

Both machine cut nails were too corroded to determine whether the
heads were hand applied or machine formed, Machine manufacture
of nails began in the 1790°s; although they continue to be
manufactured for special purposes today, machine cut nails were
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TABLE 3.14

Ceramics

Provenience Temper Exterior Interior Total Wt
FI Sp Sm_ Sc  Ind (q)

196-00-015 Shell 1 1 1 0.11
197-00-015 Shell 2 2 2 0.32
199-00-015 Shell 2 2 2 0.21
202~00-005 Shell 1 1 1 0,44
207~00-005 Shell 1 1 1 0.35
210-00-015 Grit 1 1 1 1 2 3.09
220~00-000 Shell 1? 1 2 2 0.37
223~00-005 Shell 1 1 1 0,48
230-~00-005 Shell 1 1 1 0.18
231~00-000 Shell 1 1 1 0.43

Key: Surface treatments, FI-fabric impressed; Sp-spalled; Ssm-smoothed;
Sc-scraped; Ind- indeterminate,
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replaced 1in popularity by wire nails around 1900 (Nelson 1968:8,
10).

Faunal Material

Bone

Number :93+ Table:3.15

Faunal material from 19BN28l is sparse, probably because of
poor preservation in the acidic soil of the site. All of the bone

is calcined, and this may be largely responsible for the
preservation of any bone at all from the site. Although the 22.2
g of bone recovered in 1983 is a minuscule amount, it

substantially increases the faunal sample from the site. The
excavation of this comparatively large amount of bone can be
attributed to the following factors: the careful work of
screeners, who had been alerted to 1look for bone fragments;
excavation of a large volume of so0il; and placement of the
excavation block in an area with known potential for producing
faunal material. Recovery of this quantity of faunal material at
19BN281 grew directly out of the results of the 1980 field
season.

Spiess (1984) was able to make bone element and taxomonic
identif ications of only eight fragments (six of these from the
1983 excavations) (Table 3.15). He reports that the remainder of
the faunal material is mammal bone, mostly cortical (bone
surface) fragments., Five of the eight fragments are bone
elements from the limbs; the remaining three include a scapula
fragment, a fin ray or rib fragment, and a possible antler
fragment. Taxonomically, the fragments represent a range of
large and medium size mammals (including deer, beaver?, and
canid(s?)) and one fish,

About all that can be inferred from this assemblage is that
Late Archaic people hunted several varieties of mammals,
including deer, and fished while 1living at the =site. The
material provides no insights into either season of occupation or
butchering practices., It is impossible to determine whether the
recovered bone represents small pieces that started out small or
small sections of larger bone fragments., In either case, since
all of the bone is calcined, only the accident of being exposed
to fire, either during food preparation or once discarded,
resulted in the preservation of any bone at all from- the gite.
The high density of the surviving bone elements may also have
favored their preservation.
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Table 3.15

Bone Identifications

Provenience Weight Element Taxon
32-00-037 0.251g Phalange Vertebrate--small
mammal, bird, or
turtle

70~-00-091 0.390g Metapodial: Canis sp.
distal 1/3

203-00-030 0.235g Metatarsal: Odocoileus
anterior shaft virginianus
fr agment

228-00~025 0.563g Femur fragment Mammal-~Castor
(caput) size; probably

Castor canadensis

229-00-015 0.507g Antler fragment? Cervid?
229-00-030 0.240g Glenoid fossa[?] Mammal--medium;
scapula fragment possibly small
canid
230-00-030 0.213qg Fin ray or rib Fi sh--medium
fr agment or large
231-00-015 0.457g Humerus, right: Small
distal epiphysis canid--small
fr agment dog, or fox

Notes: Identifications by A. Spiess, Maine Historic Preservation
Commission (see Spiess 1985). Excavated in 1980,
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Shell

Number:20 Table:3.16

Marine mollusc shells are rare at 19BN281, and only 7.7 g
were recovered during the 19883 excavations, Some uncerta%nty
exi sts regarding the chronological affiliation of this material.
Because it occurs only in Stratum I and the upper 10 cm or so of
Stratum II, 1t is ©possible that the shell is either
contemporaneous with the prehistoric pottery, or the shell may be
post-—contact in age.

Other Late Archaic sites of c¢oastal Massachusetts have

produced shell deposits varying from diffuse to dense (Ritchie
1969b; Dincauze 1974:48; Hancock 1984: Fitzgerald 1984).

Horizontal Distribution of Artifacts

The analysis of the stratigraphy in Chapter 2 indicates that
plow disturbance 1in the IIA horizon extended no more than about
10 cm below the I/II interface. The majority of the assemblage
comes from depths of 10 cm BI or greater, Since only a small
portion of material from each excavation unit 1lies within the
plow~disturbed layer, it 1is reasonable to combine both the
plow~disturbed and the undisturbed material Iin a description of
the distribution of artifacts across the excavation area.

Figures 3.9 through 3.18 display the distributions of
artifacts per excavation unit in the paleosol (Stratum 1I). Each
figure is composed of two parts; the upper portion is a graphic
representation of the distribution, and the 1lower portion
provides the values used to construct the diagram. All of these
excavation units have the same areas and nearly the same volumes,
30 no correction factor need be employed to compare quantities of
artifacts among the units. The figures employ quartiles as
breakpoints to highlight 1low, moderate, and high values,
Simplification 1is the sole intent behind the use of guartiles;
greater detail can be grasped from examination of the actual
values, The quartiles are calculated from the 33 excavation
units alone.

Chipped stone tools and debitage (Figure 3.9) tend to have
highest frequencies along a north-south axis 1in the central
portion of the excavation area. Frequencies fall off somewhat to
the east and west. One notable aspect of the lithic distribution
is the sharpness of some contrasts among values in adjacent
units. For example, EU 209, with 1411 lithics, has 1.5 to 4.9
times as many lithics as any adjacent excavation unit. This may
indicate that the assemblage retains some pre-agricultural
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TABLE 3,16

Shell Weights and Frequencies

Provenience Taxon Count Weight
194-00-015 u 1 0.386
197-00-000 Ma 1 0.238
210-00-005 Mm 1 0.312
214-00-000 u 1 0.461
219-00-005 u 1 0.216
225=-00~000 u 1 0.611
227-00-000 u 3 2,533
230-00-000 u 1 0.411
231-00~-000 Mm 1 0.291
233-00~-010 u 18 20265

Key: Ma-Mya arenaria, Mm-Mercenar ja mercenaria, u-unidentifiable
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integrity, supporting the suggestion that plowing has not
homogenized the distribution of artifacts.

Pire-cracked rock weights (Figure 3.10) are highest in a
band running nor thwest to southeast, with the northeastern corner
of the excavation area showing the lowest weights. Fire—cracked
rock fregquencies have the same general pattern as weights,
although not all excavation units fall into the same guartile for
both variables (data not shown).

High density areas of lithics and fire-cracked rock thus
appear to diverge, with little overlap between them., Only EU 223
falls into the upper gquartile of both 1lithic frequency and
fire-cracked rock weight.

Among lithics, high percentages of quartz and felsic
volcanic rocks cluster at opposite ends of the excavation area
(Figures 3,11 - 3.12). Quartz percentages are highest in the
northern and western portion, while the percentages of felsic
volcanic rocks are highest in the southern and western area. The
percentages of shatter and block (Figures 3.16 — 3.17) tend to be
higher in the northwestern part of the excavations, and
percentages of decortication flakes (Figure 3.15) and general
flakes (Figure 3,13} tend to be highest in the southeastern
section, High percentages of bifaces (Figqure 3.18) and trim
(Figure 3.15) flakes appear to be somewhat more scattered than
those of other technological categories.

Interpreting these patterns is difficult, Major
difficulties arise because of the unknown nature of the
occupational history of the site, the small area of

investigation, and the classification scheme for the artifacts.
Also, to reiterate something noted in Chapter 2: no features,
stains, or clusters were noted during excavation, so the patterns
represent general variations at a scale of 0.5 mtol m or so.
The nature of the occupation has major implications for
interpreting the distributions. If this portion of the site
represents only a single episode of occupancy, then the patterns
may reflect differential use of the space. If the area was
repeatedly occupied, then any clustering of artifacts may be the
product of nothing more than the chance overlap of debris from
different episodes of occupation, Turning the question around to
ask what the distribution implies about the nature of site
occupation might be useful, but here the problem of the scale of
the excavation intrudes. 1In such a small area, it is Qifficult
to decide what represents clustering and what represents
randomized scatter or overlapping clusters. Further, clustering
may exist at several scales, beginning at less than 1 square
meter, and clusters at different scales may arise for different
reasons, none of which may reflect past human action. Finally,
there is the issue of the categories used for the percentages,
The discussion of the debitage earlier in this chapter indicates
that for the most part the categories are insufficiently rigorous
to reflect wunequivocally a limited porticon of the manufacturing,
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maintenance, use, and discard cycle of chipped stone artifacts,
Thus one is at a 1loss to interpret the co-occurrence of
categories of manufacturing debris if each category might signify
gseveral steps in the manufacturing process.

In brief, the figures are presented for their descriptive

character, More thought, more sorting and more classifying are
needed to extract more information from these distributions.
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CHAPTER 4

19BN281: & Discussion

affiliation and Age

aAffiliation

The Late Archaic of southern New England was dominated by
three cultural traditions: the Laurentian, the small stemmed
point, and the Susquehanna (Ritchie 1969b:213-224; Dincauze
1974:47-50). Each tradition marks a general lifeway pattern,
including a distinctive environmental adaptation, shared by
communities spread over a wide geographic area; in the
archeological record, each is represented by a distinctive suite
of artifact forms and tool kits and a specific site location
pattern (Goggin 1948:17-20; Tuck 1971:349-350; Dincauze 1974:47).
Not all researchers agree that the tripartite division of Late
Archaic lifeways in southern New England is either wuseful or
appropriate (e.g., Snow 1980:187-190, 211-233), but a detailed
consideration of this issue is beyond the scope of this report.
The notion o©f three cultural traditions is useful in this study
because it facilitates an estimation of component age (in the
absence of reliable radiocarbon dating) and provides some
boundaries for intersite comparisons. 1In addition, Mahlstedt
{1985) successfully employed the tripartite scheme in his recent
synthesis of Cape and island prehistory, showing that the
framework retains its utility.

Of the three subdivisions, it ig an easy matter to assign
the component at 19BN28Bl1 to the small stemmed point traditien,
but whether the assignment can be made more specific and what
this implies in terms of component age are other matters
entirely. The only formally recognized subdivision of the small
stemmed point tradition in southern New England is the
Squibnocket complex, which Ritchie (1969b:215-219) defined on the
basis of assemblages from the Hornblower II and Vincent sites on
Martha’s vineyard. Ritchie (19690:219) envisions the Squibnocket
complex as a rather typical band level Archaic culture, living on
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the seacoast or along large rivers in the late fifth millenium
BP.

He describes the manifestation of the complex at the
Hornblower II site thus:

the wprincipal artifacts of this complex are
projectile points of three types, viz., Wading
River, 1its probable derivative, the Squibnocket
Stemmed, and the Squibnocket Triangle, nearly all of
quartz and clearly representing a gquartz pebble
industry. There is no sure evidence for the use of
sidenotched points, although two specimens of this
kind were found. Nor, despite the single rude
stemmed scraper and trianguloid knife, 1is there
sufficient cause to attribute chipped stone
scrapers, drills and perhaps knives to this complex,

Rough or ground stone components of the complex
comprise the chopper, plummet, unpitted pebble
hammerstone, probably both graphite and hematite
paint stones, and possibly the plano-convex adz.
Polished splinter awls were the rare and only bone
items found in Stratum 3. . . .(Ritchie 196%b:215).

In addition, excavation of Stratum 3B at the Vincent site showed
the complex’s assemblage to include:

the rude, notched atlatl weight, retouched flake
knife, strike-a-light, and probably, bolstering the
meager evidence of the Hornblower II assemblage, the
trianguloid knife and the c¢ylindrical pestle. 7he
harbed antler harpoon head, the conical antler
projectile point, cylindrical antler flaker and deer
ulna awl may also provisionally be included in this
amplified 1list of traits of the Squibnocket complex
(Ritchie 1969b:215).

The assemblage at 198N281 has several of these traits, and
others, as well, Stemmed biface (projectile point) types
include the Wading River and Squibnocket Stemmed varieties, but
the Sguibnocket Triangle is virtually absent (Borstel 1984b:Table
8.4). Only one Squibnocket Traingle was recovered during the
1980 field season (from EU 94, oncentration 281.24) and EU's
201~233 produced none in 1983, Cape (Group 1) Stemmed bifaces,
described in Chapter 3, comprise the majority form at the site.
This variety accounts for 52.5% of all projectile points from the
site, and thus occupies a position within the assemblage that is
numerically similar to the Wading River Stemmed at both
Hornblower 1II, Stratum 3 and Vincent, Stratum 3A on Martha's
Vineyard (Ritchie 1969b:Figure 18).
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As at the type stations of the Squibnocket complex, the
lithic assemblage from 19pN281 is overwhelmingly quartz,
averaging about 94% by frequency, and debitage clearly indicates
the reduction of quartz pebbles into tools.

Formed unifaces (scrapers) are absent from the 198N281
assemblage. The blade of one o¢of the C(Cape Stemmed bifaces
excavated in 1983 has been modified into a small convex form,
similar in edge plan to a scraper or a strike—a-light, and an
additional example was excavated in EU 76, 10 m west of EU 206,
during the 1980 season. It is also worth pointing out that the
absence of scrapers is by no means a trait exclusive to the
Sqguibnocket complex on the coast of Massachusetts. Scrapers are
rare in both Archaic and Woodland contexts on cuter Cape Cod.

Comparison of the remainder of 19BN281°s lithic assemblage
with Ritchie’s data reveals both similarities and differences.
In addition to stemmed bifaces, the 1983 excavations recovered
140 non-stemmed bifaces (Table 3,1). Assuming Ritchie {(1969b:39,
151) reports all bifaces, including rejectage, this is a much
larger gquantity in terms of both density and in proportion to
stemmed bifaces than the Squibnocket complex produced. This may
be a product of both differences 1in site depositional history
(the Martha’s Vineyard sites are shell middens) and site
function. Since Ritchie (196%9a,b) does not define his term
"knife", specific comparisons of bifaces are somewhat uncertain,
If by that word he means well-thinned non-stemmed bifaces (ovoid
or trianguleoid in plan), as seem to be illustrated in wvarious
plates of his publications (e.g., 1969b: Plate 1l1- Figures 23 and
25, Plate 42~ Figure 21, Plate 43- Figure 13), then there are
artifacts from 19BN281 that could certainly be termed ovate and
trianguloid knives. "Chopper" 1is also undefined; apparently
these are boldly flaked, thick bifaces (e.g., Ritchie 1969b:Plate
11- Figure 26, Plate 43- Figures 19,20). The 19BN281 assamblage
also has examples of this class.

Site 19BN28l produced five ground stone tools, including a
gouge, a large plummet, a bead, and two abrasive stones. Ritchie
regards plummets as a clear trait of the complex, but the three
from Hornblower 1II, Stratum 3 (196%: Plate 12- Figures 36-38)
are considerably smaller than the 19BN28l1 specimen. Ritchie‘s
excavations on Martha’s Vineyard recovered only one gouge, a
specimen from Stratum 3 of the Peterson site (1969b:184, Plate
54- Figure 28). This stratum produced a mixed assemblage of
Squibnocket complex and Susquehanna tradition material, so it is
not known which component was responsible for the gouge. At
other small stemmed tradition sites in the region, for example,
at Bear Swamp II (Barnes 1972:368), gouges also form part of the
assemblage. Hammerstones are present in the 19BN28] assemblage
but these artifacts are so ubquitous at Archaic and Woodland
sites of the Northeast as to be of little diagnostic value.
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Soil acidity was such that only the tiniest scraps of bone
were recovered from the site (see Chapters 2 and 3), 80 no
comparisons are possible for tools of this material.

In sum, the assemblage from site 19BN281 has a reasonable
resemblance to those of the type stations for the Squibnocket
complex, The strongest similarities 1lie 1in the presence of
Wading River points and in the range of quartz bifaces at both
localities. To the extent that the absence of scrapers and
drills 1is diagnostic of a cultural complex, 19BN281 also
parallels the Martha“s Vineyard sites. One of the differences to
be noted between the 19BN28l assemblage and that of the complex’s
type sites is the wvirtual absence of Squibnocket Triangles.
Ritchie (1969b:244) <calls this type "a definite trait of the
Squibnocket complex,” by which he seems to mean that on Martha's
Vineyard it 1is not a Laurentian element (cf. "In the Hudson
Valley the Beekman Triangle point seems to represent a modal
variant of the Squibnocket Triangle . . . In the Hudson Valley,
t he Beekman Triangle is a Laurentian trait [Ritchie
1969b:244)".). It 1is unclear whether he regards the occurrence
of this type as a necessary and sufficient condition for
placement of a component specifically 1n the Squibnocket complex,
In his brief comparison of the Squibnocket complex with the
"coeval" Sylvan Lake complex of the Hudson Valley, Ritchie
(1969b:218) writes that the absence of Squibnocket Triangle
points in the latter is one of the "chief elements of difference
between the two complexes". Funk’s (1976:254) more recent
assessment reiterates this observation. On the other hand,
Ritchie (1969:31-32) regards Wading River projectile points from
Stratum 1B at the Hornblower site as evidence of a component
"affiliated with the Squibnocket complex”, even though no
Squibnocket Triangles were recovered from this layer of the site,
and even though elsewhere he writes that the Wading River type is
"a non-diagnostic peint form and a questionable horizon marker”
(Ritchie 1969:54).

The similarities between the assemblages are sufficient,
given the lack of explicitness in Ritchie’s definition, to place
the 19BN281 asgsemblage tentatively 1n the Squibnocket complex.
The motive for doing so is to suggest that groups of people who
shared much of their culture in common were probably responsible
for both the Martha’s Vineyard and the 19BN281 assemblages., This
allows, in the following section, a chance to guess—-date the
site. In making this analytical connection, the differences
between the assemblages should not be overlooked. Indeed,
Mahlstedt (1985) has proposed a new entity, the Cape Stemmed
tradition, to subsume assemblages like 19BN281 s. One of the key
attributes of this tradition is presence of Cape Stemmed bifaces.
However, it is not entirely clear whether Malhstedt (1985) means
to set up this tradition as the Cape Cod equivalent to Ritchie’s
complex, or whether he is using the term "tradition" in the more
restrictive sense of a technological tradition. Furthermore, %n
asking about the relationship of the 19BN281 and Martha's
Vineyard assemblages contextural dJdifferences must be kept in
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mind. Ritchie carried his work out in shell middens, while
198N281 is a non-midden site. Many differences may signify
differences in site function and not cultural or chronological
separateness.

ge

Intrasite dating., The age range for the Late Archaic
material excavated 1in 1983 appears to be substantially the same
as that of the site as a whole. BAll portions of the site produce
gsimilar varieties of stemmed bifaces, but the data are too scanty
to judge whether the proportions of the groups is similar
throughout the site., Cursory examination of the assemblages
excavated in 1979 and 1980 indicates that non-stemmed bifaces are
also similar across the site., Quartz dominates the stone tool
assemblage everywhere on the site, and the percentages of this
material from all parts of the site stand out in comparison to
other sites in the park. Of 78 concentrations having 100 or more
lithics, 18 of the 19 highest percentages of quartz were produced
by concentrations at 19BN281 (Borstel 1984c:Table 15,10},
Stratigraphy is similar across the site (Borstel 1984a:199-203,
222), and no areas have produced man-made deposits, such as
middens. Thus, at this stage in the investlgation of the site,
the Late Archaic component appears to be chronologically
homogenous, but further excavation in other sections may reveal
this homogeneity to be an illusion resulting from limited
sampling.

The site also has limited evidence for a Middle or Late
Woodland component, This evidence consists mainly of prehistoric
ceramics, In addition to the material recovered in 1983,
ceramics come from ten excavation units; all of these are fairly
close to the 1983 excavations, The vertical distribution of the
small quantities of shell indicate that they, too, may be from
the Woodland period (see Chapter 2). Purther support for this
interpretation comes from the site’s only radiocarbon date (see
below and Appendix 2). No stone tools can be referred to the
Woodland period. The occurrence of two felsic volcanic Cape
Stemmed (Group 1) bifaces shows that felsic volcanic rock, along
with quartz, was used during the Late Archaic at 19BN281.

Absolute dating. The chronometric age of the Late Archaic
component at 19BN281 is uncertain. A single radiocarbon date on
shell from the site, 1090 + 80 BP (I-13,692) (Appendix 2), is
obviously far too late to relate to any manifestation of the
small stemmed point tradition. No other material suitable for
dating has yet been recovered from the site., The scattering of
charcoal through the sediments excavated in 1983 seemed most
often to originate from filled-in animal burrows and may well be
of very recent age. Analysis of a fragment of calcined bone
indicated that all organic carbon is gone, so even an accelerator
date would not yield a reliable result.
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Thus, at this time the only avenue open to estimating the
age of the site is by comparison with other, dated, assemblages,
and in this approach 1lurk potenially large inaccuracies., The
egssential difficulty is that the small stemmed point tradition is
such an amorphous entity or spans so wide a period of time that,
as one of the author’s colleagues put it, "Pick any date in the
Late Archaic, and you could be right."™ Table 4,1 illustrates
this, showing an age range of more than 2000 vyears for
manifestations of the tradition at wvarious sites in the
Northeast. Close comparison between these sites and 19BN281 can
reduce this range, although that estimate may still be in error.

Beginning on the outer Cape 1itself, there are no dated
assemblages like 19BN281 (Table 4.2), This is something of a
surprise, considering the presence of components dating to
the fourth and late fifth millenia B.P. Indeed, none of the
dates produced by the Park Service’s survey (Borstel
1984b: 245-268; Fitzgerald 1984) refers unequivocally to any
specific phase or tradition of the Late Archaic,.

Having assigned the 19BN281 assemblage to the Sguibnocket
complex, it would be reasonable to hypothesize that the site fell
within the complex’s established age range, especially since the
type localities on Martha’s Vineyard are a mere 80 km to the
southwest. Ritchie (1969b) is cautious 1in his dating of the
complex. He regards the date of 4140 + 100 BP (Y-1529) from
Stratum 3 of the Hornblower II site (Table 4.,1l) as approximating
the time of the appearance of the complex on Martha’s Vineyard
(Ritchie 1969b:215, 230). Ritchie (1969b:215, 230) implies, but
does not explicitly say, that the complex as a distinct
prehistoric cultural entity ends with the introduction of the
Susquehanna tradition, sometime between 4000 BP (Dincauze
1972:56-57) and 3500 BP (Ritchie 1969a:136). (Borstel [1882:65)
includes a short discussion of the age of this tradition.}
However, the technological tradition of manufacturing small
stemmed projectile points continues into the Early Woodland
period (Ritchie 1969b:219, 230), based upon the distribution of
Wading River projectile points at the Hornblower 1II, Vincent,
Peterson, and Pratt sites (Ritchie 1969b:34-38, 145-150, 181, and
76, respectively). Radiocarbon assays from Peterson and Pratt
sites (Table 4.l1) indicate that this type may persist as late as
about 2500 BP.

Dincauze s assessment of the age range (>4600 - 340072 BP) of
the small stemmed point tradition in eastern Massachusetts
parallels that of Ritchie. The tradition appears in the area
before 4600 vyears ago, based on the Bear Swamp I date of 4640
+ 80 BP (Table 4,1) (Dincauze 1976:128), and was well established
by 4300 years ago (Dincauze 1974:48). The small stemmed point
tradition co-existed with the broadspear tradition throughout the
fourth millenium BP, the ™“cultural and presumably social
separation” of the two ceasing after 3000 BP "when traits of both
appear blended in the Orient phase" (Dincauze 1974:49). Her
handling of the three radiocarbon dates from Stratum 47 of the
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DATE (B.P.)
4180490
39254180
3410+80
33504170
3315+145

3260+135

LAB §
I-13, 475
GX-9703
I-13, 464
GX-9702
GX-9706

GX-9700

TABLE 4.2

List of Radiocarbon Dates
Older than 3000 B.P. from CACO Sites

PROVENIENCE
313-00-068
802-00-052
307-00-066
300-00-094
9-03-110+115

107-06-061
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CONCENTRATION
308.33
308.00
308.33
308.33
390.33

308.42

REFERENCE
Fitzgerald 1985
Borstel 1984Db
Fitzgerald 1985
Borstel 1984b
Borstel 1984b

Borstel 1984Db




Neville site {(Table 4,1), however, implies that she now believes
that the stemmed point tradition began to 1lose its identity
earlier, by not later than about 3400 BP:

. + . Sample 1749 [4390 + 180 BP) is by far the most
acceptable, It falls with the range of radiocarbon
ages elsewhere associated with small stemmed points .
. ++ and it is consistent with both its natural and
cultural stratigraphic relationships. 1In spite of
the fact that there is no evidence in the site
records, Samples 2529 and 1920 (3025 + 185 BP and
3445 + 130 BP, respectively], with their fourth
millenium dates, may have been intruded into Stratum
4n from Strata 3 or 2, where artifacts of the
appropriate ages were recovered (Dincauze 1976: 113).

Duncan Ritchie’s (1981:114) recent report on work in the
Taunton River in southeastern Massachusetts seems to confirm the
long span of "quartz technologies affiliated with the Small Stem
Point tradition.® The radiocarbon assays from the Bay Street I
and Newcomb Street sites (Table 4.1) are at present difficult to
evaluate completely because Ritchie does not describe the precise
stratigraphic relationships between the samples and the
artifacts, nor does he fully enumerate the associated
assemblages,

In contrast, Richardson’s (1983) new excavations at
Hornblower II indicate that in undisturbed contexts Wading River
and Sguibnocket projectile points are always beneath Susquehanna
tradition materials., This, if it can be confirmed on
a wider geographic scale, implies (among other things) a more
restricted time range for the tradition than that presently cited
by most authors.

Data from eastern New York present a similarly unclear
picture, In the middle Hudson River wvalley, the S8Sylvan Lake
complex is the local version of the small stemmed point
tradition, and both Ritchile (1969:218, 230) and Funk (1976:254)
are impressed with the similarities between this complex and the
Squibnocket complex on Martha’s Vineyard. Funk (1976:250)
assigns the Sylvan Lake complex an age range of ca. 4350 BP to
ca. 3850 BP, using both the dates from Sylvan Lake Rockshelter
(Table 4.1) and bracketing dates from chronologically adjoining
complexes. He seems skeptical of the age range for Brennan’'s
(1977:422-424) "Taconic tradition", 5000-3800 BP, in the lower
Hudson (Funk 1976:251). Wyatt (1977) reports that the wminimum
age range for the Wading River complex on Long Island is about
4500 BP to 3700 BP, but along with many authors, sees a long
persistence for the small stemmed point tradition (Wyatt
1977:405~-406). Few archeologists, however, would regard Wyatt’s
Pleasant Hill date (595 + 90 BP) (Table 4,1) as an indication of
anything but the inclusion of a residual Wading River projectile
point in a Late Woodland pit.
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The consensus of opinion seems to be that the small stemmed
point tradition, under whatever name, appears in eastern
Massachusetts by around 4500 BP and that by roughly 3500 BP (at
the latest), it was c¢hanging into (or being replaced by)
something other than the sort of entity that occurs at sites like
Hornblower 1II and Vincent (Ritchie 1969b), Bear Swamp II (Barnes
1972), and Neville (Dincauze 1976). This range appears to be the
best age estimate currently possible for 19BN281. The
similarities of the site to W. Ritchie’s Squibnocket complex
along with D. Ritchie’s (1981:114) observation that during the
lifespan of the small stemmed point tradition, quartz declined
somewhat in popularity, suggest that the true age range for the
site may actually lie in the earlier half or two-thirds of that
millenium,

Site Punction

The artifacts from 19BN28l attest to a range of activities
carried out at or from the site during the Late Archaic¢ pericd,
Together, these activities begin to indicate how the site
functioned within the subsistence/settlement system of these
people, Interpretation of the function(s) of any one site must
relie on more than simply a catalog of the activities that took
place there; site function must also be evaluated by comparison
to other sites and with such factors as season{s) of occupation
firmly in mind. Certain aspects of such an analysis are somewhat
beyond the scope of this report and others, such as, season of
occupation, are simply not recorded by the evidence at hand.
Thus, a more complete understanding of the function of 19BN281
awaits additional study of collections and site patterning from
the outer Cape and beyond.

Paleoenvironmental Setting

Assigning an age to the assemblage at 19BN281 allows a brief
discussion of the site’s setting at the time it was occupied.
The uncertain dating for the site presents no more than a minor
inconvenience, for it forces the discussion to consider the
setting over the span of a millenium centered on 4000 BP. This
might be a constraint that would exist independently of the
dating for the site, given the temporal and geographic resolution
of the available paleocenvironmental data.

Shorelines. Rising sea level, erosion, and deposition all
acted through the Holocene to shape the outer Cape shoreline into
its present arcuate form. From 4500 BP to 3500 BP sea level rose
steadily, from about -9.3 m to about -6.3 m, at an average rate
of 0.3 m/l00 yr (Redfield and Rubin 1962; Oldale and O’Hara
1980:Figure 1). The rising sea gradually drowned the shoreline
in protected places, such as the long, narrow embayment between
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the High Head escarpment and the southern side of the
Provincelands Hook (FPigure 4.1).

More substantial changes took place along the exposed coast,
where erosion continued to cut into the glacial drift, as it had
for the previous five millenia (Zeigler et al. 1965:R307)., The
strength of the wave attack during storms is a key factor
affecting the rate of erosion on outer Cape Cod, so O0’Donnell and
Leatherman {1980:8) believe average erosion rates to have been
similar to those of the present day -- ca. 0.3 m/yr on the Cape
Cod Bay shoreline and ca. 0.76 m/yr on the Atlantic Ocean side.

During the millenium, between 4500 and 3500 BP, the
Provincelands Hook extended itself about 2 km to the west and
began to curve a bit to the south (Zeigler et al, 1965:303-306).
As the hook grew, East Harbor (now Pilgrim Lake) in front of the
escarpment became increasingly protected. This probably allowed
fringing salt marshes to expand at least along the shore, if not
out from 1it. Growth of the hook may also have meant that the
cove 's resources were greater at 3500 BP than they had been at
4500 BP.

Ve%etation. The period 4500-3500 BP falls within Winkler’s
(1985:308) pollen subzone 3c at Duck Pond in Wellfleet. This
subzone, lasting from ca. 5000 BP to ca. 2200 BP, marks a period
when the forests of the outer Cape were slowly changing from a
pine barren-like community to a more mesgphytic one (closer to
that present at Contact). Qak, pitch pine (Pinus rigida), and
white pine (Pinus strobus) dominated the woodlands. Beech,
birch, hickory, maple, ash, eim, and ironwood were less prominent
components, growing mostly in the protected hollows (Winkler
1982:68). Unlike the following period, subzone 3d, at Duck Pond
there is no suggestion in the lake sediments that people were
intentionally burning the forests to affect their composition or
structure (Winkler 1985:308}.

In brief, the Late Archaic people probably had their
settlement in a pine~ocak woodland, The protected cove (now
Pilgram Lake) and the bay shoreline lay at nearly their present
distances from the site. However, the Atlantic shoreline was
further away than it presently is (Figure 4.1). Palececoclogical
information is presently insufficient to judge the productivity
of the cove and to determine whether features such as clam flats
were available,

Chipped Stone Tecols in Systemic Context

Although it is not obvious from the percentages of
technology classes alone, the lithic assemblage excavated in
1983 provides clear evidence of all stages of chipped stone tool
manufacture, from initial reduction to final shaping and tool
maintenance (c¢f. McManamnon 1984e:40). This section summarizes
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the major stages in the c¢ycle, as represented in the 1983
assemblage, from raw material procurement to final discard

Getting the raw material, The Late Archaic pecple probably
obtained the great majority of the rock they used from within a
few kilometers of the site. The varieties of quartz and felsic
volcanic rocks in the archeological assemblage are similar in
lithology, cortex characteristics, and shape to stones in the
local glacial drift (Moffett 1944; Borstel 1984c)., Although
these comparisons have not been made in a systematic and
quantitative fashion, the author’s familiarity with both the
archeological and the naturally occurring material makes him
confident that the similarities are present and are meaningful,
The presence of stones in the earliest stages of reduction and
the proportions of technology types are further indications that
most of the raw material is local. None of these considerations
excludes the possibility that a small proportion of the rock used
at the site was non-local, but it has not yet been possible to
recognize any cultural material from 19BN28]1 that is made of
exotic rock types.

The "lithic landscape”™ (Gould and Saggers 1985:124) of Cape
Cod consists entirely of glacial drift and drift~derived
shoreline deposits {(Borstel 1984c). ¥No bedrock crops out
anywhere on the Cape (0Oldale 1969:Figure 1), so raw materials for
making stone tools occur locally only as pebbles and cobbles.
The people of 19BN281 could have collected a few stones from the
patches of bare ground around the camp; doubtless they filled a
small fraction of their raw material needs in this way. They
might also have dug pits to gather stones from the ground, but
this seems less 1likely. Both of these strategies would have
provided only a few stones for a relatively large effort,

By far the most abundant sources for stones on outer Cape
Cod are the unprotected ocean and bay beaches, where erosion of
the glacial drift assures a continuing supply and waves and
currents winnow away the finer sediments (Borstel 1984c).
Beaches where stones were abundant lay at easy walking distance,
one to four kilometers from the site. Beaches are dynamic, and
today the abundance of stones on the outer cape varies with
changes in the beach profile, Whenever collecting conditions
were good (Borstel 1984c:306-309) and raw materials were needed,
peocple from 19BN281 went down to the beach to gather stones.
They also collected stones incidently, while they were at the
shore for other reasons.

El sewhere the author suggested that to reduce the effort of
bringing large amounts of rock back to their households, the
"stoneworkers are 1likely to have carried out initial reduction,
blank preparation, or even later stages of tool making on beaches
or on nearby cliff tops" (Borstel 1984c:309). It 1is possible
that this suggestion 1is incorrect or that it is a too broad
generalization, because the artifacts recovered indicate
reduction o©of numerous pebbles on the site. However, it 1is more



likely that because the distance to the sources were short and
because gquartz pebbles tend to be small (Borstel 1984c:293),
people brought much (though not necessarily all) material to the
site in the form of unmodified cobbles and pebbles, instead of
beginning reduction at the beach., Quartz stones vary considerably
in their quality and in other characteristics as well, but data
are insufficient to indicate what criteria the people employed in
¢ollecting stones on the beach.

Making tools. The stoneworkers of 19BN28)1 used two types of
blanks for making bifaces. Some bifaces were shaped directly
from pebbles or cobbles, and others were made from flakes.

Several bifaces have cortex on both faces, which is clear
evidence that a pebble blank was employed. One strategy was to
remove all the cortex from one face before turning the pebble
over to begin work on the opposite face (Pigure 4.2). Thicker
pebbles might have been approached differently, by alternating
faces to remove the cortex and begin thinning the piece at the
same time,

The curved 1longltudinal sections of a few bifaces indicate
that they were made from flakes. Flake blanks may have been
produced in several ways. There 1is little evidence for carefully
prepared and maintained cores at 19BN28l, Such cores may have
been used at the site, but they may not now be recognizable
because they were thoroughly exhausted. More likely, pebbles
were rapidly reduced to flakes with little attention being paid
to the production of flakes of a consistent form. Instead, the
stonewor ker simply picked out those flakes that might be most
useful from the mass of those produced., Stoneworkers may also
have used other reduction techniques, such as bipolar reduction
or outright cabble smashing (Ritchie 1981), The relative
importance of these strategies has not been assessed for 19BN281.
Also, the majority of bifaces are uninformative about whether
they were made from cobbles or from flake blanks. Initial
shaping and reduction produced several kinds of debitage,
including decortication flakes, some blocks, and some shatter.

Non-stemmed bifaces at 19BN28l1 provide indications of two,
and perhaps more, modal forms (Figure 4.2). The . Late Archaic
stoneworkers produced both lanceolate (Group 1) and leaf (Group
2) non-stemmed bifaces. These forms c¢an be {identified among
bifaces of varying degrees of refinement in their edges, plans,
and sections (subgroups A-D). Stoneworkers used both pebble and
flake blanks to produce each form. Differentiation of these
forms began early in the reduction sequence, for some subgroup A
lanceolate and leaf bifaces are quite thick and minimally worked.
The details of the shaping process have not been worked out, but
rejectage produced during manufacture included trim flakes,
shatter, regular flakes, and decortication flakes. As reduction
proceeded from initial shaping to final finishing, the proportion
of decortication flakes probably declined and the location of
cortex probably shifted from dorsal surface to platform. Of
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FIGURE 4.2. Pebbles in initial stages of reduction.
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course, reduction also produced failed bifaces; some of these can
be placed in Groups 1 or 2, but others fall into the
miscellaneous categories. The third non-stemmed biface group,
ovate, may represent another intentionally produced form. On the
other hand, the ovate bifaces may be those which stoneworkers
rejected because, for one reason or another, they were unable to
shape into leaf or lanceolate forms,

Do the leaf and lanceolate bifaces represent finished tools
in their own right? Barring a more detailed examination of the
assemblage, a firm answer is impossible. Comparisons among the
leaf and lanceolate non-stemmed bifaces and the Cape Stemmed and
Small Stemmed bifaces suggest that not all well-shaped
non-stemmed bifaces are finished tocls. It 1is plausible to
suggest that some portion of the leaf bifaces were further shaped
to produce the Cape (Group l) Stemmed bifaces, and, similarly,
some of the lanceoclate bifaces were further worked to produce
Small (Group 2) Stemmed bifaces (Figure 4.3).

Use, Observations on the morphology of the stemmed bifaces
are suggestive of differences in the use of Cape Stemmed and
Small Stemmed bifaces. First, there is the matter of size: Cape
Stemmed bifaces weigh several times more than Small Stemmed
bifaces., Second, the Cape Stemmed bifaces are commonly
resharpened, but this does not appear to be the case for most
Small Stemmed bifaces. Finally, Cape Stemmed bifaces show a
consistent pattern of breakage at the shoulders, suggesting both
a specific hafting technique and specific mode of use. One
possibility is that the Small Stemmed bifaces are projectile tips
for javelin-like weapons, while the Cape Stemmed bifaces may be
general-purpose hafted tools, Some Cape Stemmed bifaces were
probably re-sharpened at the site, given the prevelence of this
attribute in the assemblage, so a portion of the trim flakes (and
general flakes?) are products of blade rejuvenation.

The examination so far undertaken on the 19BN28l assemblage
provides little additional information on the use of these tools,
One issue to be resolved is, as just noted, the uses to which the
non-stemmed bifaces were put., BAnother gquestion is the extent to
which flakes were being used as casual tools.

Discard. biscarded material comprises at least
manufacturing rejectage (flakes, blocks, etc. and obviously
failed pieces), a few broken small stemmed bifaces, and many
of the Cape Stemmed bifaces., These last were discarded either
when they snapped in their hafts or when their blades had been
resharpened beyond usefulness., Interestingly, no biface blade
fragments could be refitted onto the Cape Stemmed bases. This
may indicate that breakage occured elsewhere and the bases were
removed from their hafts when the users returned to camp.

Summary. Clearly, all phases of chipped stone tool

manufacture are represented by the assemblage excavated in 1983.
It is not possible to determine the relative importance or
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FIGURE 4.3. Hypothetical reduction sequences - Cape Stemmed
and Wading River Stemmed bifaces. A-H, Group 2 (leaf} non-
stemmed bifaces; A-B, Group 2a; C-D, Group 2B; E-F, Group
2C; G-H, Group 2D; I-K, Group 1 (Cape) stemmed bifaces; L-§,
Group 1 (lanceclate) non-stemmed bifaces; L-M, Group 1lA;
N~-P, Group 1B; Q-S, Group 1lC; T-V, Group 2 {Wading River}
stemmed bifaces.
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proportions of activity involved with early production, late
production, and rejuvenation, but in terms of the
impor tant /unimpor tant scale McManamon (1984d) employs, all three
categories are important in this part of 19BN281.

Qther Activities

In addition to the manufacture, use, and rejuvenation of
chipped stone tools, information that can be gleaned from the
19BN281 assemblage is limited. The material recovered in 1983
re-enforces McManamon’s (1984e 380-383) contention that this part
of the site reflects a wide range of activities.

The presence of the gouge may indicate that people were
engaged in woodworking, either to manufacture implements or to
construct facilities while at the site. The abrasive stones
suggest wooden, bone, or stone tool sharpening, either to
maintain tools or to manufacture them, The hammerstones may be
part of the stone tool making kit or they may have been used for
some other purpose, such as pigment grinding or food preparation,

The plummet may indicate fishing, but firm evidence that
people from 19BN281 fished is provided by a calcined fin ray or
rib fragment from a medium or large fish. The rarity of shell at
the site 1s problematic. Their rarity 1is probably partly a
reflection of preservation effects, People probably did not
deposit them in sufficient quantities to buffer the acidic soil
of the site and preserve them in substantial guantities. Does
this mean Late Archaic people at 19BN28l1 did not consume much
shellfish? This 1is certainly one possibility; it is also
possible that people from 19BN281 gathered shellfish and
processed or consumed them near the tidal flat, 1leaving most
shells close to the shore. Even the association of shellfish
with the Late Archaic componznt is open to guestion, given that a
quantity of shells from EU 134 produced a radiocarbeon date of
about 1100 BP, If this could be demonstrated, it would be
interesting to explore why people bothered to bring stone to the
site to turn into tools, but not bring whole shellfish to the
site to eat. Other faunal material is also skimpy: people
hunted and trapped in the woods and marshes and brought the game
to the site. Beyond noting that they hunted meduim and large
mammals, nothing specific can be said about hunting practices.

Finally, the gquantities of fire~cracked rock suggest that

the use of fire —for cooking, drying/smoking, and for
heating --was common.

Intragite Patterning

The spatial structure of 1988281 at both the scale
represented by the 1983 excavations and on the scale of the
site as a whole is patchy. High and low artifact densities
alternate over short horizontal distances. McManamon (1984e:383)
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has plausibly suggested that this pattering is the result of
small, repeated, overlapping occupations, To this should be
added the effects of post-occupation alterations.

One notable aspect of the 1983 excavation is the failure to
recover intact facilities, such as hearths or pits., Previously,
failure to discover such features had been attributed to the
testing strategy alone: hearths and other features were too
difficult to recognize in small test units, and they were too
widely dispersed to be encountered by the small units. Intact
features within the area examined in 1983 would have been
difficult to miss, since 33 square meters in a contiguous block
were exposed,

Generalizing from a single case is, of course, unrealistic,
but the 1983 excavations seem to indicate that despite the large
guantities of fire-cracked rock, intact hearths are rare.
Absence of features may reflect one or more of the following:
the Late Archaic occupants didn’t construct them; through the
period of occupation, people repeatedly constructed facilities
(specifically, hearths), demolishing o¢lder ones and perhaps
recycling materials; natural transformational processes altered
or destroyed the features following final abandonment of the
site, As outlined in Chapter 2, the transformational model
proposed by Thomas and Robinson (1980:19-36) seems sufficient to
account for the lack of features, such as pits, floors, and
lightly built facilities. Not enough research has been done to
determine whether a similar model might also apply to density
features, such as thick, heavily fired hearths.

Punction. The term "camp" comes to mind to describe the
nature of the habitation at 19BN28l. By camp is meant a
temporary settlement, occupied for periods of days to weeks,
within which people carried out a wvariety of domestic and
industrial activities, while they extracted resources from the
surrounding landscape. The preceeding discussion provides a very
incomplete 1list of the activities that took place at or from the
site; these include: stone tool manufacture and maintenance,
woodworking, food processing, stone gathering, hunting, and
fishing.

The reasons people chose to stay where they did and the ways
in which the activities articulated with those at other places
cannot always be ascertained on the basis of a single site, The
following observations are in order regarding these topics. The
site is situated so that it is near several kinds of shoreline
features, but not immediately adjacent to any of them (Figure
4.1). The 1location seems to represent a compromise position
relative to marine and possibly terrestrial resources. The site
is large and has a fairly high density of materials, It
contrasts with smaller “inland" sites, such as 19BN434 on the
upper reaches of wellfleet’s Herring River (Borstel
1984b: 282-283), in which the totality of the assemblage is a few
dozen to a few hundred. Small stemmed point tradition site
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patterning seems to contrast with that of the Late Woodland
period; sites from the Late Archaic appear to be much more widely
dispersed across the landscape than those of the Late Woodlandg,
which seem more strongly clustered along the shore., PFinally, the
site lacks shell deposits,

Summary and Conclusions

The 1983 excavations at 19BN281 built on previous fieldwork,
as this analysis has built on previous studies of the site. On
the basis of this work, the following has been determined:

1. Artifacts rest within a paleosol that 1is buried by
windblown sand from nearby glacial drift. Burial probably took
place in the nineteenth century,.

2. Prior to burial, the site was used as an agr icultural
field; plowing does not appear to have penetrated to the main
zone of high artifact density,

3. This zone exists because of past depositional alteration
of the archeological materials. A model proposed by Thomas and
Robinson (1980) appears applicable to this sgite.

4. The artifact assemblage represents two components. The
major one is a manifestation of the Late Archaic small stemmed
point tradition, possibly affiliated with Ritchie’s (1969b)
Squibnocket complex, and estimated to date about 4000 BP (+ 500
yr). The minor component is Middle-Late Woodland, dating to
ca, 1500-500 BP.

S. Artifacts from the Woodland component are sparse, and
this component contributed little or nothing in the way of
lithics.

6. Analysis of the Late Archaic component provides evidence

of two common stemmed biface forms. One of thage typas, the Cape
Stemmed form, has just been recognized as having a wildespread
distribution on Cape Cod, These may be functionally different,
contemporary tool types.

7. The lithic assemblage indicates that all stages of stone
tool manufacturing are represented in the 1983 excavation area,
and several forms of Dbifaces can be traced through several
manufacturing steps, Manufacturing at the site may include the
production of Wading River and Cape Stemmed bifaces.

8. For the first time in Park Service’s survey, excavation

recovered a gouge, a plummet, and abrasive stones in association
with materials of the small stemmed point tradition.
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9, PFaunal material is asscciated with the Late Archaic
assemblage., This material indicates the people exploited both
marine and terrestrial habitats while at the site.

10. The horizontal distribution of artifacts recovered in
1983 does not contradict the hypothesis that the site was
repeatedly occupied on a short term basis (days to weeks), with
geographic overlaps among successive occupations.

Future Directions

This report has put forth many suppositions and hypotheses,
80 the artifact assemblage from 19BN281 holds considerable
potential for future work. Much of the work needs to be carried
out not only at 19BN28l1, but at other sites as well (and in old
collections) to provide a comparative framework. From this
fr amework will come a fuller understanding of the Late Archaic on
Cape Cod,

More work can be done with site sediments. S5o0il chemistry
should be examined to search for evidence of decomposed shell and
bone. The full extent of the nineteenth century sand sheet
should be mapped. The vertical distribution of artifacts could
be further investigated by completing the analysis of the column
samples. The entire question of post-depositional movement needs
much experimental work to refine the model.

Future studies of the artifacts should seek to verify the
reduction sequence that has been outlined in Chapters 3 and 4.
Refitting studies might be one avenue to persue in such an
investigation. Another area of work 1is the refinement of the
classification of debitage so that it better reflects specific
steps 1in the reduction process., Tool function also needs more
work; this could be pursued by such methods as wear analysis as
well as newer methods 1like the blood extraction technique
recently described by Loy (1983). A complete examination of rock
cortexes of archeological materials, including both chipped stone
and fire-cracked rock would provide specific evidence that
beaches or other exposures were sources of rock.

The horizontal distribution of arifacts needs more thought
and more work. The analysis should demonstrate more firmly the
nature of the diachronic community patterning at 19BN281 and to
test this against specific alternatives.
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APPENDIX 1

Results of Soil Analyses

TABLE Al,l

Proveniences of Samples Submitted For Grain Size Analysis

Sample #

1.02
1.04
2.10
1.06
1.07
1.08
1.10

2,08
2.10
2.06
2.05
2.04
2.03
2.02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2,10
1.08
1.08
1.10
1.11
1.13
1.17
1.23
1.24

2.08
2.10
2.06
2.05
2,04
2.03
2,02

Horizon

IC

IC
IC-plowse

IIA

I11A

IIA

ITA

1C
IC-plowsc
ITA
IIA
IIA
1182
11B2

1A/C
IC
1C
IC-plowsc
IIA
IIA/B2
IIB2
IIB2
I11IB2
IIBR2
1183
I1C

1C
IC-plowsc
I1a
IIA
IIA
IIB2
I1B2

IC
IC

IC

Beg Depth

5.00
15.00
26.50
27.50
32.50
37.50
47,50

12,00
24,00
27.00
33.00
37.00
42 .50
51.00

5.00
15,00
25.00
30.00
35,00
40,00
45.00
50.00
60,00
80.00

130.00
170.00

11.00
30.00
24.00
26,50
31.00
37.00
48.00

19.00
17.00
16,00

1665

End Depth

10.00
20.00
30.00
32.50
37.50
42.50
52.50

15.00
27.00
30.00
35.00
39.50
45.00
55.00

10.00
20,00
30,00
33.50
40.00
45,00
50.00
55.00
65.00
85.00
135.00
175.00

14.50
33.00
26 .50
28 .50
33.00
40.00
51.00

29.00
25.00

26.00

Catalog #

16715
l6716
16722
16717
16718
16719
16720

16723
16724
16725
16726
16727
16728
16729

16704
16705
16706
16721
16707
16708
16709
16710
16711
16712
16713
16714

16730
16731
16732
16733
16734
16735
16736

16737
16738

16739



EU

203
203
203
203
203
203
203

211
211
211
211
211
211
211

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233
HH

HH

HH

HoM

HOM

Sample #

1.02
1.04
2.10
1.086
1.07
1.08
1.10

2.08
2.10
2.06
2.05
2.04
2,03
2.02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2.10
1.08
1.09
1.10
1.11
1,13
1.17
1.23
1.24

2.08
2,10
2.06
2.05
2,04
2.03
2.02

2.0
2.01

2.01

TABLE Al.2

Percentages of Major Sediment Fractions

Horizon

IC

IC
IC-plowsc

ITA

IIA

ITA

IIA

1C
IC-plowsc
IIA
ITA
IXA
I11B2
IIB2

I1a/C
1C
IC

IC-plowsc

IIA

IIA/B2

IIB2

I1IB2

IIB2

I1B2

IIB3

IIC

IC
IC~plowsc
ITIA
IIA
ITA
IIB2
IIB2
IC
IC
IC
IC

Ic

Pct Gravel

.10
.20
21
1.50
2.29
2.80
2.80

.09
.59
.67
1.09
5.70
1.05
.83

.02
.05
.40
.20
1.00
3.10
3.00
3.60
2.60
7.70
2,00
1.00

0.00
.17
2.29
2.16
1.53
2.75
2.90
.27
.10
21
0.00

0.00

166

Pct Sand

90.80
92.60
96.12
87.90
85.30
83.50
86 .20

91.53
91.95
88.84
84,81
80.47
84,21
86,33

91.00
91.00
96.00
94.61
87.10
83.00
82.50
84.00
84.90
85.40
97.00
89.00

88.99
96.79
88.35
87.86
88.75
84,22
85.25
36.920
96.58
97.33
39.83

99.94

Pct 8ilt

7.70
5.70
2.92
9.00
11.00
12.40
9.80

6.33
6.47
8.56
12.62
12.13
12,87
11.60

8.10
7.50
2.80
4,16
10.90
12.30
10.40
10.70
9.20
5.40
.70
6.20

10.12
2.53
8.03
7.32
8.32

10.55
9.24
1.72
1.90
1,37

'12

.05

Pct Clay

1.40
1.50

.74
1.60
1,50
1.30
1.20

2.05

.38
1.93
1.48
1.71
1.87
1,25

.90
1,50

.80
1.02
1.00
1.60
4.10
1.70
3.30
1.50

.30
3.80

.89

.51
1.33
2.66
1.40
2,49
2.61
1.12
1.42
1.09

.05

.02



HoM 2,01 IC 0,00 5.00 16740

HoM 2,01 IC 0.00 7.00 16741

Notes: Sample numbers beginning with 1 are wall samples; sample numbers
beginning with 2 are column samples., Beginning and end depths are given in
cm below ground surface (BS) at sample location., HH samples are off-site
controls from High Head area, 300 m west of site. HoM samples are off-site
controls from Head of the Meadow Beach,
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203
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203
203
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203
203

211
211
211
211
211
211
211

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233

HH

HH

HoM

HoM

Sample #

1.02
1.04
2.10
1.06
1,07
1.08
1.10

2,08
2.10
2,06
2,05
2,04
2.03
2,02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2,10
1,08
1.09%
1,10
1.11
1,13
1.17
1.23
1,24

2,08
2,10
2.06
2,05
2,04
2,03
2,02

TABLE Al.3

Inclusive Graphic Method Sample Statistics

Horizon

1C

IC
IC-plowsc

I1IA

IIAa

IIA

IIA

ic
IC-plowsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
IIB2
11B2

Ia/C
IC
IC

IC-plowsc

IIA

IIA/B2

IIB2

I1IB2

IIB2

IIB2

IIB3

IIC

1C
IC-plowsc
IIA
I1Aa
ITIA
I1IB2
IIB2
IC
1C
IC
Ic

IC

(In Phi - Units)

Median

2.03
1.92
1,72
1.89
1.63
2.28
1.95

2.17
2.35
2,18
2.04
1.77
2,07
1.82

2.14
2,31
1.79
1.94
2.08
1.75
1.78
1.86
2.07
1.35
1.01
1.33

2.37
1.85
1,86
1.83
1,72
1.60
1.61

1.48

1.90

.63

1568

Mean

2.09
2.19
1.83
2.07
1.88
2.33
2.08

2.26
2.27
2.19%
2,18
2.01
2,22
2,08

2,22
2,43
1,88
1.94
2.10
2,07
2,00
1.96
2.13
1.44
1,20
1.41

2.51
1.89
1,99
1,90
1.83
1,87
1.85
1.63
1.96
1.81

.80

.13

Sd

1,35
1.11
1.04
1,44
1.80
1,50
1.42

1.26
1.2¢
1,40
1.53
1.95
1.65
1,48

1.286
1.10

.98
1.09
1,50
1.94
2,39
2,27
1.78
1.81
1.01
1,52

1.07

1.43
1.75
1.55
1.83
1.85

1,13

Sk

.15
.40
.18
.26
.17
.11
.20

.26

-.01

.17
22
.12
.26
.31

.18
.33
.16
.18
.14
.11

-.09

.24
.01
.29
.36
.26
24
.24
.24
.34
.33
.21
.08
~-.05
.18

.34

Kurt

1.01
1.04

.95
1.05
1.13
1.10

.99

1.22
1.06
1.26
1.03
1.37
1.02

.92

1.04
1.12

.98
1.04

1.49
1.93
1.87
1.28
1,98
1.02
1.93

.93

.91
1,07
1.31
1.06
1.15
1.17

.11



EU

203
203
203
203
203
203
203

211
211
211
211
211
211
211

223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223
223

233
233
233
233
233
233
233

HH

HoM

HoM

Sample #

1.02
1.04
2,10
1.06
1.07
1.08
1,10

2.08
2.10
2,06
2,05
2.04
2,03
2.02

1.02
1.04
1.06
2.10
1,08
1.09
1.10
1.11
1.13
1.17
1.23
1.24

2,08
2.10
2,06
2,05
2.04
2,03
2,02

TABIE Al,4

Method of Moment Sample Statistics

Horizon

IC

IC
IC-plowsc

IIA

IIA

I1A

I1IA

IC
IC-plowsc
IIA
IIA
IIA
I1IR2
IIB2

IA/C
Ic
IC

IC-plowsc

I1IA

ITA/B2
1IB2

I11B2

11B2

I1IR2

1IB3

I1IC

IC
IC-plowsc
I1A
IIA
ITA
I11B2
IIB2
Ic
IC
IC
IC

IC

(In Phi Units)

Median

2.03
1.95
1.73
1.91
1.64
2.28
1.95

2.18
2.33
2.18
2.04
1.77
2.07
1.84

2.15
2.32
1.81
1.85
2.07
1,79
1.80
1.87
2,07
1.35
1.01
1.34

2,39
1.86
1.87
1.83
1.72
1.63
1,63
1.50
1.91
1,88

.73

.64

159

Mean

2,24
2.33
1.92
2.17
1.84
2,33
2,19

2,46
2.38
2,39
2.29
1.99
2,39
2,19

2,35
2,60
1,98
2,05
2,22
2.02
2.10
1.83
2,33
1.35
1.22
1.83

2,61
1.96
2,12
2,13
1.99
2.04
2.06
1.73
2,07
1.90

.81

.77

1.60
1.43
1.27
1.79
2,14
1.92
1.65

1.57
1.41
1.69
1,75
2,13
1.85
1.68

1.45
1.39
1.26
1.36
1.66
2,09
2,51
2.40
2.20
2.16
1.17
2.02

1.29
1.15
1,70

2,03

1.79
2.10
2.12
1.44
1.41
1.41

.61

.59

Sk

.82
1,15
1.05

.48

.10
-.03

.65

1.07
.70
.84
.63
.23
.65
.69

.81
1.15
1,11
1.01

.61

.08

.28
-.17

044

.16

.80
1.24

.96
1.00
.56
.71
.69
.64
.66
1.09
1.14
.93
1.43

1.51

Kurt

4.77
7.97
8.72
4.13
2.54
3.87
3.62

6.57
5.62
4,72
3.11
2.27
2.72
3,38

4.69
7.61
10.04
8.09
2.59
2,51
1.82
2.25
2.61
3.02
9.01
6.49

6.43
9.81
3.91
3.16
3.35
2,54
2,41
8.43
9.67
7.79
26.54

15.87



TABLE Al.S

Lithie and Fire~Cracked Rock Fractions, EU 203 Column

Lithics FCR
Interval Horizon a b c total a b total
{cm BS)
5-=10 IC n 0 0
wt Q 0
15-20 IC n 0 0
wt 0 0
27.5-32.5 IIA n 5 16 9 30 6 7 13
wt 4,896 0.706 0,119 5.724 8.940 0.745 9.665
32,.5-37.5 IIA n 12 13 17 42 2 6 8
wt 6.487 0.858 0.294 7.639 D,892 0.609 1,501
37.5-42.5 IIB2Z n 11 20 8 39 8 6 14
wt 34,296 1.315 0.113 35,724 103.60 0.839 104,44
47.5-52.,5 IIBZ n 3 16 4 23 6 0 6

wt 0.874 0.846 0,058 1,778 15,260 0 15.260

Key:a=>0,25 in; b=0.25 - 0.125 in; c=0.125 - 2 mm,
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TABLE Al.6

Lithic and Fire-Cracked Rock Practions, EU 223 Column

Lithics FCR
Interval Horizon a b c total a b total
~ (cmBS)
5-10 IA/IC n 0 0
wt 0 0
15-20 IC n 0 0
wt 0 0
25-30 IC n 3 2 2 7 1 0 1
wt 3.076 0,111 0,016 3.203 12,128 0 12.128
35-40 IIA n 4 4 9 17 0
wt 2.910 0.234 0,120 3.364 ¢
40-45 TIIA/YIIB2 n 11 14 22 47 2 7 9
wt 4,118 0,819 0,305 5,242 6.498 0,982 7.480
45-50 1IB2 n 7 20 12 39 31 1 32
wt 49,23 1.454 0,175 50,86 44,80 0.652 45,45
50-55 IIBZ2 n 5 21 11 37 11 4 15
wt 3,229 1.282 0,220 4,731 43,061 0,493 43.554
60-65 1IB2 n 2 8 5 15 0 1 1
wt 0,955 0.157 0.059 1.171 0 0,156 0,156
65-70 IIB2 n 3 2 0 5 0
wt 1.718 0.165 0 1.883 0
80-85 11IB2 n 0 1 0 1 0
wt 0 0.021 0 0,021 0
130-135 IIB3 n 0
wt 0
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170-175 IIC n

wt

Key:a=>0.,25 in; b=0,25 - 0,125 in; c=0,125 - 2 mm
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TABLE Al.7

pH Values of Soils from Selected Proveniences

EU 203 - North wall Water pH - 5.0 Water Temp - 30 c

Cat # Sample # Horizon Depth Range PH
{cm BS)
16755 1 IIB 61-65 3.9
16754 2 I1IB 50-53 3.7
16753 3 I1B 38-41 3.8
16752 4 I1IA 33.,5-36.5 3.9
16751 5 I1IA 29~31.5 3.7
16750 6 IIA 23.5-26.5 3.9
16749 7 ic 18-21 4.1
16748 8 IC 9,5-12 3.9
16747 9 IA 3-6.5 3.7
16722 10 Ic/ 26.5-30 4.2
Intrusion
EU 211 - West Wall Water pH - 4.5 Water Temp - 27 C
Cat # Sample # Horizon Depth Range pH
{cm BS)
16758 1 118 62~65 3.65
16729 2 I11B 51-55 3.9
16728 3 I1B 42 .5~45 3.9
16727 4 I11A 37-39.5 3.95
16726 5 IIA 33-35 4.15
16725 6 IIA 27=30 4.25
16723 7 IC 20-23 4.0
16757 8 iC 12-15 3.9
16756 9 IA 5-8 3.7
16724 10 1c/ 24-27 4.1

Intrusion

EU 223 - South wall Water pH - 5.0 Water Temp - 30 c

Cat # Sample # Horizon Depth Range pH
(cm BS)
16767 1 IIB 66-70 4.0
16766 2 IIB 55-58 4.1
16765 3 11B 47~50 4.0
16764 4 1IA 38-41 4.5
16763 5 I1A 34-35.5 4.2
16762 6 I1a 29-32 4.2
16761 7 IC 22,5-25.0 4,2
167640 8 IC 12-15 4,0
16759 9 IAa 5-8 3.6

-
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16721 10 ic/ 30-33.5
Intrusion

EU 233 - South Wall Water pH - 4.5 Water Temp - 27 ¢

Cat # Sample # Horizon Depth Range
(cm BS)
16774 1 IIB 59~62
16773 2 I1IB 48-51
16772 3 IIB 37-40
16771 4 IIA 31-33
16770 5 ITA 26.5-28.,5
16732 6 II1Ia 24-26.,5
16769 7 IC 19-21
16768 8 I1C 11-14.5
16730 9 IAa 3-5.5
16731 10 ic/ 30-33

Intrusion
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APPENDIX 2

Radiocarbon Date

Provenience: 134-00-025 Concentration: 281

Age (Lab No.): 1090+80 BP (I-13, 692)( C-13=-0.440/00)

Material: 32.8 g mixed shell fragments; species include
Mercenaria mercenaria, Crassostrea virginica,
Mya arenarla, and Spisula solidissima

Source: General excavation

Context and Associations: Stratigraphy in this unit
consists of a 20 cm thick aeolian sand (Stratum 1I) layer
overlying the paleosol. The IIA horizon is about 10 cm
thick, and the shell sample comes from the lower 5 om
excavation level in this horizon. I-13, 692 is all shell
recovered from this provenience, and this is the largest
single sample of shell recovered from the site.

Artifacts from the excavation unit comprise lithic
debitage, fire-cracked rock, and calcined bone fragments,
Twenty-eight of the 29 1lithics are quartz, and the peak
density of lithics occurs in Level 025, Level 035 produced
a stemmed biface with side notches that is classified in the
miscellaneous group.

The sample was dated because it is the only substantial
amount of organic material from the site, It does not come
from a feature context, and its depth in the IIA horizon
suggest it may be plow-disturbed. The radiocarbon date is
clearly too late to refer to the guartz assemblage from the
site; it may date the minor component represented by the
ceramics and possibly most of the shell.
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APPENDIX 3

Bi face Measurement System

Morphology
distal distal
tip tip
lateral face
lateral lateral edge Q edge
lateral
shoulider face
stem inflection
) origntation line base
proximal proximal
Non-stemmed biface Stemmed biface All bifaces
(plan) (plan) (cross-section)

Crogss-section - Plane perpendicular to the faces of the
biface and intersecting the faces parallel to the
orientation line.

Ilongitudinal section - Plane perpendicular to the faces of
the biface and Intersecting the faces perpendicular to the
orientation line,

Stem inflection = Point along edge of biface stem proximal
of shoulder where outline changes from concave up to concave
down. The stem inflection is equivalent to the shoulder if
no change from concave up to concave down can be recognized.

Non~-Stemmed Bifaces

Orientation: Parallel to the proximal (widest) end. 1If
convex, tangent to the most proximal point on the biface.

Maximum length - Distance between orientation line and tip
perpendicular to orientation line,
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Maximum width - Distance between most widely separated pair
of points on opposite lateral edges parallel to orientation
line.

Maximum thickness - Greatest cross-section width parallel to
orientation line,

Stemmed bifaces

Orientation: Parallel to the base (if convex, tangent to
most proximal point on base; if concave, the line between
the most proximal points on the base),

Maximum length - Distance between base and tip perpendicular
to orientation line.

Maximum width - Distance between most widely separated pair
of points on opposite lateral edges parallel to orientation
line.

Maximum_thickness - Greatest cross~section width parallel to
orientation line.

Base width - Distance between stem-base junctures on lateral
edges parallel to orientation line.

Stem width - Distance between stem inflections parallel to
orientation line,

Shoulder width - Distance between shoulders perpendicular to
orlientation line.

Stem height - Distance between orientation 1line and more
distal of stem inflection points,

Shoulder height - Distance between orientation line and more
distal of shoulders,

Stem thickness -~ Cross-section thickness at more distal of
stem inflection points parallel to orientation line.

Sshoulder thickness - Cross-section thickness at more distal
of shoulders parallel to orientation line.

Note that the greater of stem height is eguivalent to the
stem length measurement of the Massachusetts Historical
Commission (Johnson and Mahlstedt 1984),.

Descriptive terms for cross section, longitudinal section,
blade shape, and base shape follow Binford (1963).
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APPENDIX 4

Bi face Measurements

Notes on the Tables

In Table A4.l1, weight 1is given in grams. Material
codes (MATL CODE) are as follows: 1ll0-quartz, 120-flesite,
123-weathered felsic volcanic, 126-fine-grained felsic
volcanic, 130-guartzite: definitions are in Borstel
{1984c:15.6). The classification of bifaces is listed in
BifClass. Groups 1-3 are 1., 2., and 3.; 4. refers to
fragments and miscellaneous bifaces. The decimal portions
of these codes refer to the A(.1l), B{(.2), C{.3), and D{(.4)
subgroups. Fragment codes are as follows: O-complete;
l10-fragmentary, l13-proximal, i4-distal, 15-medial,
lé-lateral.

In Table A4.2, material codes (MATL CODE) are as given
above. Fragment codes (PORTION) are: 0-complete,
l1-fr agmentary. The classification of the stemmed bifaces is
given under TYPE CODE as follows: 1-Group 1 (Cape Stemmed),
2~-Groups 2 (Wading River), 3-Groups 3 (Squibnocket Stemmed),
4-Migcellaneous. The decimal portions of the codes for
Groups 2 and 3 refer to the cross-classification of these
bifaces in the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s
typology of small stemmed points (Johnson and Mahlstedt
14984:86-95): .l-small stemmed I, .2-small stemmed 1II,
.3~small stemmed III, .4-small stemmed IV.
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TABLE Ad.1

Ron-Stemmed Biface Attributeg

AT NHO ED LEVEL HAX L (mn) HAX W (ma)  HAX T (um) WEIGHTY MATL CODE BifClass Fragment
L6172 i98 0.3¢ MLV 37.89 t4.80 23.04 120 1.10 10.0¢
16173 2082 D.00 [ I M.y, LI 22.92 110 1.10 1a.00
L6183 202 i0. 00 M.y 47.0% 19,40 21.%91 1190 1.10 ip.o0
(46203 2052 20. 00 404.50 21.20 i2. o0 14 .29 i18 1.10 t4 0D
L&222 208 15.00 LN LN LI &£.24 140 1.140 13.00
L6230 209 iS 0D Moy, 27.80 15.30 15.34 iio t.10 15.00
16234 210 0.00 v, 30 &0 {410 16,41 120 i 10 15.00
16287 21 1¢4.00 44 49 22. 490 i4.30 17 .37 140 .40 8.00
14345 218 i0.00 M.V 24.20 i2.00¢ i0.20 110 1.10 14.890
16344 220 1H.00 M.V, 3i.80 17.%0 23.20 113 $.10 i3.00
i&3B2 2as1 0.00 Ao, 31.20 17 .80 16.22 123 1.10 i4.00
15410 224 15.00 S4.10 26 890 15. 40 2&.48 i1a 1.19 0.80
L6424 229 iS.00 58.80 30.50 23 .20 43.78 110 i.10 0.00
L6459 2414 ia.4dq K.Y, 41.80 24 10 35.48 110 .14 10.00
L&2g2 204 10.09 LA 27.50 8 ap 11 .20 126 1.2¢ 13.900
L62il 206 10.00 Koy, 21i.00 10.00 11.04 110 £.29 i9.00
16342 220 is. 00 mov. 26.30 .10 15 .87 130 1.28 io. 00
16354 222 15.904 nov, 28.70 12.90 17.74 149 .20 14 00O
L6327 223 20.00 LN 26.110 12,20 i4 42 120 1.20 13.00
16379 224 20. 90 MY, 22.30 ?.20 10.27 120 1.20 14.00
15405 2274 25.00 56.70 25.70 1i.s0 13.68 126 .20 nD.on
16409 228 15.00 45 .80 23.70 13 20 12.64 126 1.20 0 Qo
16439 231 25.00 L 27 .60 13.30 15.34 110 i.20 13.08
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{6261 2132 $.00 M.y, 33 00 14 10 24.09 120 2.10 13.00
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16375 223 20.00 LI 37.00 14.50 18.41 110 2.20 i3.00
156393 226 2.9 Moy, 41.80 1530 22.60 i1 2.28 14.900
164564 211 is. 00 MoV 34.00 13.50 20.90 140 2.20 10.00
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L 16263 2132 iS5, ¢0 52.20 LR 20.70 32.2% it0 3.10 10 980
16340 2210 40.00 71.50 58 .50 32 20 132 11g 3.10 0.00
16387 aas2 1iS.00 "oy 43. 70 17.30 27.%8 110 3.40 1i0.08
t 15432 230 g.0% 57.80 32.90 iBg.J0 48,10 i2d .10 0.190
L 14453 i?e 0 ao Moy 41 21 24.30 47 .62 110 3.40 10 .00
isasd 2ii 10 .80 S7.00 39 .40 23.30 44 BY? 110 . i¢ i0 00
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162714 214 19,00 LI 35.3%9 17,30 J4 .86 130 3.20 10.00
L6277 214 1%.00 39.68 36,09 14.50 16.40 110 3. 20 o.00
162921 215 15.00 Mmooy 2&_ 90 17,10 40 .32 129 3.20 ib. 00
16318 214 i6.00D M.y 25.00 iz 86 ¢. 28 110 3.29 10.00
16327 21i8 30.00 42 SO 3z2.80 28.%50 24 92 1149 3.20 io._00
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16363 223 i0.00 MoV MoV, ii.an i9 .45 igsé 3.20 10.00
16364 223 15.90 ny 27.%50 1S5.900 19.33 110 3.20 13.00
16366 223 15.00 M.V S1.20 16.%0 345,39 110 3.20 10.409
i4i78 201 10.4940 Mn,.v, 26,20 B.&0 & .40 110 4.00 15 a0
i6184 202 iB.00D LU 4% 90 15 560 1% .69 i1d 4 00 15.00
16194 203 £5.00 P Moy, m.ov. 8.%4 110 a.go 15.00
16194 203 15.00 LRI LY Mmoo A.0D 110 A 00 iS 00
VA2 N4 i nN =4 4N 41 =4 A4 an 72 93 110 4 0n n an
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APPENDIX 5

A Speculative Image of 19BN281

Often the archeclogist arrives at the end of an analytical
cycle, having established certain notions with greater or lesser
confidence, but without having brought these together to form a
vivid whole, The following is an effort to draw such a picture
of the site, It makes only a minimal claim to veracity, although
everywhere it has sought to be plausible, based on the evidence
recovered from the site,

M>re than four millenia ago, people of the Squibnocket
complex came to camp in the pitch pine-cak woodland of Pilgrim
Heights. They may have come by sea, plying Massachusetts Bay in
dugout canoes, or they may have walked in along trails already
many centuries old, Their camping place was soon familiar to
them, for they came often, but their visits never lasted more
than a few weeks,

At their camp, the Squibnocket people built simple shelters
with sapling frameworks covered by mats or skins, Their shelters
were quickly constructed and easily vacated, Around the camp
they cooked wherever it was convenient -- sometimes indoors,
sometimes out, rearranging used rocks and building hearths afresh
to suit the most current need, Sometimes they cooked by pot
boiling and at other times by roasting, always using woods that
burned to ash.

Their material possessions were varied, but mostly
perishable once discarded, While at camp, they made and repaired
items of wood, bone, skin, and fiber, Some of their tools were
stone, and for stone tools they nearly always used quartz. In
this, these ancient Cape Codders were like their fellow peoples
throughout southern WNew England, who Jjust then disdained all
other kinds of rocks, The people of this c¢amp at High Head
gathered these raw materials as stones on nearby beaches., These
they brought back to camp and shaped into tocols, Some tools were
simply made by removing a few flakes from a pebble, but others
demanded considerable skill and some small investment of time,
While at camp the tocl makers alsc resharpened the dulled tools
and took the 0old or broken ones from their hafts for discard.
The tool makers wor ked in no special place,
just where the company was good or where the ground was dry or
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where the air was warm and bright, The wastage from stone
chipping was everywhere about the camp, and, along with the
fire-broken rocks from last season’s hearths, passing feet
quickly pressed the debris into the forest floor,

Their projectiles were Jjavelins tipped with small stone
points, and many of the Squibnocket people carried at least one
stout chipped stone knife. The knives had wooden handles with
stems tightly bound in hafts that reached to the base of the
blade, Only the people of the curving land by the great salt
water made these knives, not the others who lived back from the
sea.

Hunters went out from camp, returning with deer and other
game, And down the scarp to the shore some people went, to fish
in the bay or in the guiet cove between the headland and the
spit. They used gear which they Kkept in repair at camp. To
welight the gear the people used plummet stones, tied by means of
& cord around the neck., Perhaps they cast or perhaps they seined
or perhaps, like the people of Shawmut, across the bay to the
northwest, they had weirs at the edge of the salt marsh, They
brought back fish of many kinds to cook and eat at camp, but
rarely consumed shellfish there,

The years cycled many times and the people returned again
and again, Then they came no more, Perhaps their way of life
changed or it maybe that they were replaced by newcomers who
didn‘t care for the camp back from the shore., The air was
gquieter now, filled only with forest sounds, No longer was the
camp site alive with the crack of stoneworking, the laughter from
the storyteller, or the smell of woodsmoke and cooked venison,
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